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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Expenditure) 

New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 425.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies the following office of the Government of India in the 
Indian Audit and Accounts Department, in which eighty per cent of the staff have acquired the working knowledge of 
Hindi, namely:- 


Principal Director of Audit, Railway- Commercial, New Delhi. 


[ No. A-12034/02/2014-EG] 
ANNIE GEORGE MATHEW, Jt. Secy. 


(RtO- 4 ^TTTtR'HHI) 

19*11# 2019 

W.3ir. 426.— 4H3cfl4 #eit t#T*r 3Tf&iP)4H, 1956 (1956 W31)#OTTT4s[Kr7^?Tl%TfTT 

## T# ftr, if## 4 mi 3, i(c#UI, # # #. fTTlT, #ST f7|#m, #RT f#PT # 

f#m 14.03.2019 (mTT^) H TR # # + f# srw T34# 3if#rf#n # cT## ?pp 3fw 3HW 

3fl%# cm, # # 47# ft, T3 tP spy 7T4T4 f#JrP 417# || 


[W. t. tt- 1501 1/02/2018#nT-I] 

Tjcwrf#, 3T4 th1^ 


(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 426.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 4 of the Life Insurance Corporation of India Act, 
1956 (31 of 1956), the Central Government hereby appoints Sh. T.C. Suseel Kumar, Managing Director, Life Insurance 
Corporation of India as Member of the said Corporation with effect from 14.03.2019 (afternoon) for a period of five 
years or upto the date of his superannuation or until further orders, whichever is the earliest. 


[F. No. A-15011/02/2018-Ins.I] 
MRITUNJAY SINGH, Under Secy. 


Tfi f#ft, 19*n# 2019 

4>r.3|r. 427.—' *TR#T #qr f#TR- 1956 (1956 +1 31) # HT7T 4 sTT7T Tmrl #vfmi+T 

## tp# |tt, +#4 43+13, ##131, # Tttt. STIT. fTTIT, 3TSW, 4113cfl4 #mT #RT 1#PT +t f#m 
14.03.2019 7T 4# # # 3#% % I# 3T«mr 37T# 3T###T # cflftw cm 3TSRT 3UT% 3## cm, # # 
47# fr, 44 7 mT 4 +t# |i 


[44. t. tt- 1501 1/02/2018#m-I] 
Tffwrf#, 3Tmc7Tf#- 
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New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 427.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 4 of the Life Insurance Corporation of India Act, 
1956 (31 of 1956), the Central Government hereby appoints Sh. M.R. Kumar, Chairman, Life Insurance Corporation of 
India as Member of the said Corporation with effect from 14.03.2019 for a period of five years or upto the date of his 
superannuation or until further orders, whichever is the earliest. 


[F. No. A-15011/02/2018-Ins.I] 
MRITUNJAY SINGH, Under Secy. 


=619<41 

RR fftrftt, 27 RFR, 2019 

RR.aR. 428.— TRW, Wdl WR &R (R^R Rfr R+m) srf^f^WT, 1957 (1957 RT 20) 
RTTT 19 KRT W ^Ti%Wf RT RRfR R7R W. fftRR fttft 1 1% ftrft R?ft R%Rf RT RRstfr RT RRrf % RT#, 
fftriRT W TRW sRTT W srfftfttRR ftt Tftft WIRT % RSftR, Rf RTTTT RW % TRRR (2) ft fftlftlfts 

f, RRPT 3fR- Pl4^H f%RT RT R%, ftft STR ftt RRlR #7 fft%R fftRT RT H%RT, RT RRJ SRfTJrft ft fPT 

(4) ftf cRTRRft Rfftft ft iftfftfft? f ; 

W 3lf&lPlA|R ftt aiTT 14 ftt^R-WT (1) % RSftR &Tfwf w RRRT RT RR1R RF RR#FT R'+R 
ft Tjft RgfttRR ft RSRSftR RtRT RRfft W 3Tf%f^WT ftt OTTT 21 ft RSftR STfrfJRt RPC +<Ml R1 RRPT Rft 
PMfJH TT^ft Rft-fftsrftr ft Rhc Rrjf ft RgftR, Rf? RT# RT, fftRT RPIRT, Rf TTR.TTR.Tft. fiftRT PlftP % RSRST- 
RR-RRR fftftdR ftt PlPd RTRR RTTT RftlRs RPC fftftfftR ftt RFT ; 


3T^t 


R.ft. 

RfftiftfftRftt 

am 

TTfsTR ft R<p4||< 
R7TW 

RR •'-dPifti RT HdHIR Rft RTf^d Md 1 Pi SflfrP RcdlftlPd 

fttR#t 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

14(1) 

HftlR-! ft 3TR£|R U| 

fttmsdft. 

RSRR-HR-RRR 

fftftdR 

TTR.TTR.ftt. RflRT Plfftftft RRR RR, 
R. 8, TRR- RrRTffft W, TTRJ.TTR.ftt., 
TTTRR- RRPTRRTT, RlTifiR RIR fftRR, 

Wf-600031. 

2. 

14(4) 

hR)r< ft Ti4y ft 

RiftRTR ft HRST 

rrr. 

RSRR-HR-RRR 

fftRRR 

T7R.TTR.Tft. RflRT Pi HP, RRR RR, 
R. 8, ftRT RcRTjfft W, TTR.iTR.fi-., 
TRW RRPRRRR, RRrftR fRI iftRR, 

RR^R, wf-600031. 

3. 

16 

srf&RRRR % 

RfftfftrrfR rt- ®rtR 

RT TTRIR. 

RSRR-HR-RRR 

IftRRR 

TTR.tTR.ft)-. Rffn Pi Pi dd, rrr rr, 

R. 8, ftRT TTrRTjfft W, TTRJTTR.ftt., 
Tmftr R7TTRRRR, RTTrftR 1R fftrpT, 

RRRR, Wf-600031. 

4. 

17 

9|Qr.T Rd TKI4. 

RSRR-R^-RRR 

fft%RR 

TTR.TTR.Tft. RtftRT Pftldd, RRR RR, 
R. 8, ftRT RrRtjfft W, TTRJ.TTR.ftt., 
TTTRR- rrtrRrr, RTTftftr RTRT fftRR, 

Wf-600031. 

5. 

21 

ftRdl dPdlH RTd 

R%RR-RR-RRR 

TTR.TTR.ftt. irf%RT ftliftRR, RRR- rr, 







1244 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 




ft 


>t. 8, TRT Hcdtjjd fm, TTrR.TTH-.fr., 
TTrjftT HKrfN WF3 ffrpT, 

%r£-600031. 


[ W. 43022/6/201 6-n^TTT Trog- 3ff#3flT] 


tht f^ftrrR Hftw, 


MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 27 th March, 2019 

S.O. 428.—In exercise of the power conferred by section 19 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and 
Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government hereby directs that all the powers and duties that may be 
exercised or discharged by the said Government under the sections of the Act as are specified in column (2) of the 
Schedule hereto annexed shall be exercised and discharged by the person specified against in the corresponding entry in 
column (4) of the said Schedule; 

Provided that the exercise and discharge of powers and duties under sub-section (1) of the section 14 of the 
said Act shall be subject to the prior approval of the Central Government, whereas the exercise and discharge of powers 
and duties under section 21 of the said Act by the officers as specified in the said Schedule shall be in such 
circumstances and under such conditions, if any, as may be specified and directed by an order, with the prior approval of 
the Central Government, in writing, by the Chairman-cum-Managing Director of NLC India Limited; 


SCHEDULE 


si. 

No. 

Section of 
the Act 

Nature of assignment in 
brief 

Designation and official address of the person to whom power 
delegated. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

14(1) 

Method of determining 
compensation 

Chairman-cum -Managing 
Director 

NLC India Limited, First Floor, 
No. 8, Mayor Sathyamurthy 
Road, FSD, Egmore Complex of 
Food Corporation of India, 
Chetpet, Chennai-600031. 

2. 

14(4) 

Statement before the 
Tribunal regarding 

compensation 

Chairman-cum -Managing 
Director 

NLC India Limited, First Floor, 
No. 8, Mayor Sathyamurthy 
Road, FSD, Egmore Complex of 
Food Corporation of India, 
Chetpet, Chennai-600031. 

3. 

16 

Payment of interest on 
award of the Tribunal 

Chairman-cum- Managing 
Director 

NLC India Limited, First Floor, 
No. 8, Mayor Sathyamurthy 
Road, FSD, Egmore Complex of 
Food Corporation of India, 
Chetpet, Chennai-600031. 

1 

17 

Payment of compensation 

Chairman-cum -Managing 
Director 

NLC India Limited, First Floor, 
No. 8, Mayor Sathyamurthy 
Road, FSD, Egmore Complex of 
Food Corporation of India, 
Chetpet, Chennai-600031. 

5. 

21 

Power to obtain 

information 

Chairman-cum- Managing 
Director 

NLC India Limited, First Floor, 
No. 8, Mayor Sathyamurthy 
Road, FSD, Egmore Complex of 
Food Corporation of India, 
Chetpet, Chennai-600031. 


[ F. No. 43022/6/2016-LA&IR] 
RAM SHIROMANI SAROI, Dy. Secy. 
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3jtr sn>|>fcP 4*1 

T# f%%t, 22 ttt#, 2019 

3fT. 429—7K+K %t ^TT HlfPr TPIT % 1% %T41 %lt^: 3TT4TTT | f% 3HR 4%/T Ti^H t 
^frf^TR’ Trqifr % iPd^d % f%n |<rmk mi^mhi^h iPhPhi % i%4M4H f% fffrT 3 ifft 

wtPkftP tfirfgsmmdmidd %wrf 4TftRii^n; 

3ftr%fPr tk+k %tipfr 14w% % ththr% f%q;^ stfr wTftrfnrr ti%P %i%^r^fr ^ft^ r 

amn 4 31^41if Tpfar t, sftr f%H% tth 14^iI 4i% tt y-f-d m % twft % srffmr ttt srr f%HT 

4 i i*; 

3TcT: 3Rf, %%% 4K4.K, ^dlPi-M-M sffr W%R Mld'-MId-H (^ t OTFT % srf&RR 4T SRpf) sH^PPm 1962 
(1962 tt 50) %t strt 3 %t twitt (1) ^nrr !%%%f w wpt Trir fq tr ^f% % 3'i4Pi % 3rf%4HTTT 
3 f^t tt 4 % sn% sTrspr %t 41 m'J|i grft t; 

ft# ft ^r%, ft tr srg^t % %%¥ ^frr % 9,444 t, th inft’i' 4, Pm4 rt srflrgw if ^ witt % 
•>MH4 ft TptHT HmTH 4THT ft W ft Wlft f, g#?T (21) f%T % ftdT, TjTpf % 41% HIsSHdlsH 

wfr%9 tttT^ if ^nfnr% srf^TTT% *Prt ifft ttr. 3tr. sir. iri, nsnrirri%TTff (3 ttstu%/t), ffiHT 
3HRTR wfft^TR PlPPd (m^MHI^-H 4"*TFT), 'll'lil'l-Sd'MK 4TRRTRT iPdMHI, %fft 49 fT, nR.3Hf.4t. 
1(44-41 ?PPT, ff^TT (4144 4 41%) fig-, 3TR.ft.4t. %F4%W % THT, i%?rraNd44 - 530004, SHU 4%/T TRR ft 
PlPd TR 4 3H%T RTTTI 




\ 

9ldl : ) 41+IS'H*1 

<1^1 : sira-U^ST 



^r ®m *ii*i 

il 1 -H H>T THT 


st^Ti^r 



TTHT 

444U< 

%)dl4)J-4lP 

Pid i vnPrii 

43/3 

00 

01 

63 


42/2 

00 

00 

95 


42/1 

00 

00 

11 


42/3 

00 

03 

28 


42/10 

00 

02 

63 


41/11 

00 

00 

45 


41/12 

00 

00 

09 


46/14 

00 

01 

19 


46/10 

00 

00 

62 


46/12 

00 

00 

04 


47/13 

00 

04 

88 


47/10 

00 

00 

13 


50/13 

00 

01 

20 


18/13 

00 

01 

44 


18/10 

00 

01 

82 


13/5 

00 

02 

56 


13/6 

00 

00 

93 
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1 



* n 



: ‘sTI'nia*™ 


®m i h 

■Ul-H ^>T *1 l*i 



TTq •TF^T 

*N. 

THR 


5 c td*K 


+ ldl«T|WIlPl 

Rl'M Ivll^cLI 

15/1C 

00 

03 

26 


15/2 

00 

00 

24 


16/4 

00 

00 

16 


16/1 

00 

00 

03 


1/1 R 

00 

00 

08 


1/IQ 

00 

00 

03 


1 /IP 

00 

00 

34 


1 /1J 

00 

00 

47 


1/IF 

00 

01 

35 


1/IE 

00 

02 

28 


1/1 A/9 

00 

06 

26 


1/1 A/4 

00 

00 

05 


1/1 A/7 

00 

00 

12 


1/1 A/5 

00 

00 

83 


3/1 

00 

01 

95 


121/13 

00 

00 

49 


123/6 

00 

00 

28 


123/4 

00 

00 

92 


119/2 

00 

01 

25 


123/1 

00 

00 

35 


120/16 

00 

00 

12 


18/9 

00 

00 

41 


15/7 

00 

04 

05 


TOJTrPTJTJT 

118/8 

00 

16 

70 


110/5 

00 

01 

13 


105/4 

00 

00 

43 


105/2 

00 

00 

56 


118/6 

00 

00 

46 

Tf^r 

fPi^wirn? 

78/8 

0 

1 

27 


79/9 

0 

1 

31 


75/13 

0 

0 

34 


75/14 

0 

0 

24 


104/1 

0 

8 

11 


74/17 

0 

4 

56 


74/16 

0 

4 

22 


114/6 

0 

2 

18 






[ W II-W^ 3(ii) ] 


'•rra WT5T : ttH 30, 2019/^ 9, 1941 


1247 


1 

Rnii’ilWm : <tsrs%?r 

®M *i 1 H 

■U l-H ^>T Il*i 

^rf ^TRT 

&rm 


TT3R 

«iMU< 






^PO+^km-i 




114/5 

0 

0 

3 

114/4 

0 

0 

52 

114/2 

0 

0 

70 

118/5 

0 

2 

69 

118/7 

0 

1 

49 

40/19 

0 

0 

90 

135/7 

0 

0 

12 

141/11 

0 

0 

11 

141/5 

0 

0 

88 

143/13 

0 

0 

90 

144/6 

0 

0 

28 

144/7 

0 

0 

20 

144/12 

0 

0 

18 

154/10 

0 

0 

86 

154/6 

0 

1 

29 

154/5 

0 

0 

40 

154/4 

0 

0 

36 

152 / 12 

0 

0 

51 

152/8 

0 

1 

31 

152/3 

0 

0 

57 

150/18 

0 

0 

67 

150/11 

0 

0 

11 

80/6 

0 

0 

61 

232/42 

0 

0 

67 

232/43 

0 

0 

67 

232/46 

0 

0 

6 

232/45 

0 

0 

30 

232/49 

0 

0 

81 

232/56 

0 

0 

11 

232/57 

0 

0 

76 

232/33 

0 

4 

51 
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1 

Rnii’ilWm <1^ : dJTET^ 

®M *i 1 H 

■Ul-H ^>T 11*1 





«i44U< 


Tff^ 




4 ^ 1 




214/26 

0 

0 

22 

214/22 

0 

0 

42 

214/21 

0 

0 

36 

209/35 

0 

0 

22 

209/27 

0 

0 

21 

209/20 

0 

0 

35 

209/18 

0 

0 

25 

203/13 

0 

0 

80 

203/12 

0 

0 

21 

203/4 

0 

1 

78 

200/55 

0 

0 

76 

200/52 

0 

0 

12 

196/8 

0 

0 

56 

196/3 

0 

0 

3 

196/11 

0 

0 

11 

190/23 

0 

0 

13 

186/9 

0 

0 

17 

186/10 

0 

0 

24 

155/4 

0 

0 

32 

155/24 

0 

2 

3 

153/10 

0 

0 

57 

209/24 

0 

1 

42 

194/6 

0 

0 

11 

156/23 

0 

5 

6 

1/1A 

00 

00 

08 

1/4 

00 

01 

58 

1/6 

00 

01 

34 

17/2A 

00 

01 

48 

17/2B 

00 

00 

85 

10/1 

00 

00 

64 

9/4B 

00 

02 

87 

9/9 C 

00 

00 

24 

8/1 

00 

00 

55 
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1 

Rmi : 




®m *tpt 

il 1 -H ^>T RPr 



STq »i*«k 








TT3R 




8/7 

00 

00 

31 


8/8 

00 

00 

44 


28/5 

00 

02 

61 


28/4 

00 

03 

16 


27/3 

00 

03 

34 


26/10 

00 

01 

10 


26/9 

00 

00 

77 


43/4 

00 

00 

38 


43/5 

00 

01 

20 


43/12 

00 

00 

13 


42/1 

00 

00 

42 


41/22 

00 

00 

81 


9/4A 

00 

03 

44 


44/22D 

00 

00 

21 


[W. t. SIR-11025(11)252/2017-3Tf3?R-I/f-21033] 


3ITRHJ SR, 3RT 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 429.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a Pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


I DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

KOTABOMMALI 

JIY ANNAPETA 

43/3 

00 

01 

63 



42/2 

00 

00 

95 



42/1 

00 

00 

11 



42/3 

00 

03 

28 



42/10 

00 

02 

63 



41/11 

00 

00 

45 



41/12 

00 

00 

09 
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! DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

KOTABOMMALI 

JIY ANNAPETA 

46/14 

00 

01 

19 


46/10 

00 

00 

62 


46/12 

00 

00 

04 


47/13 

00 

04 

88 


47/10 

00 

00 

13 


50/13 

00 

01 

20 


18/13 

00 

01 

44 


18/10 

00 

01 

82 


13/5 

00 

02 

56 


13/6 

00 

00 

93 


15/1C 

00 

03 

26 


15/2 

00 

00 

24 


16/4 

00 

00 

16 


16/1 

00 

00 

03 


1/1R 

00 

00 

08 


1/IQ 

00 

00 

03 


1/IP 

00 

00 

34 


1/1J 

00 

00 

47 


1/IF 

00 

01 

35 


1/IE 

00 

02 

28 


1/1A/9 

00 

06 

26 


1/1A/4 

00 

00 

05 


1/1A/7 

00 

00 

12 


1/1 A/5 

00 

00 

83 


3/1 

00 

01 

95 


121/13 

00 

00 

49 


123/6 

00 

00 

28 


123/4 

00 

00 

92 


119/2 

00 

01 

25 


123/1 

00 

00 

35 


120/16 

00 

00 

12 


18/9 

00 

00 

41 


15/7 

00 

04 

05 

TEKKALI 

PARASURAMPURAM 

118/8 

00 

16 

70 


110/5 

00 

01 

13 


105/4 

00 

00 

43 


105/2 

00 

00 

56 


118/6 

00 

00 

46 

PONDURU 

BURIDIKANCHARAM 

78/8 

0 

1 

27 


79/9 

0 

1 

31 


75/13 

0 

0 

34 






[ W II-tsDS 3(ii) ] 
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! DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

PONDURU 

BURIDIKANCHARAM 

75/14 

0 

0 

24 


104/1 

0 

8 

11 


74/17 

0 

4 

56 


74/16 

0 

4 

22 


114/6 

0 

2 

18 


114/5 

0 

0 

3 


114/4 

0 

0 

52 


114/2 

0 

0 

70 


118/5 

0 

2 

69 


118/7 

0 

1 

49 


40/19 

0 

0 

90 


135/7 

0 

0 

12 


141/11 

0 

0 

11 


141/5 

0 

0 

88 


143/13 

0 

0 

90 


144/6 

0 

0 

28 


144/7 

0 

0 

20 


144/12 

0 

0 

18 


154/10 

0 

0 

86 


154/6 

0 

1 

29 


154/5 

0 

0 

40 


154/4 

0 

0 

36 


152/12 

0 

0 

51 


152/8 

0 

1 

31 


152/3 

0 

0 

57 


150/18 

0 

0 

67 


150/11 

0 

0 

11 


80/6 

0 

0 

61 

PONDURU 

LOLUGU 

232/42 

0 

0 

67 


232/43 

0 

0 

67 


232/46 

0 

0 

6 


232/45 

0 

0 

30 


232/49 

0 

0 

81 


232/56 

0 

0 

11 


232/57 

0 

0 

76 


232/33 

0 

4 

51 


214/26 

0 

0 

22 


214/22 

0 

0 

42 


214/21 

0 

0 

36 


209/35 

0 

0 

22 


209/27 

0 

0 

21 
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! DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

PONDURU 

LOLUGU 

209/20 

0 

0 

35 


209/18 

0 

0 

25 


203/13 

0 

0 

80 


203/12 

0 

0 

21 


203/4 

0 

1 

78 


200/55 

0 

0 

76 


200/52 

0 

0 

12 


196/8 

0 

0 

56 


196/3 

0 

0 

3 


196/11 

0 

0 

11 


190/23 

0 

0 

13 


186/9 

0 

0 

17 


186/10 

0 

0 

24 


155/4 

0 

0 

32 


155/24 

0 

2 

3 


153/10 

0 

0 

57 


209/24 

0 

1 

42 


194/6 

0 

0 

11 


156/23 

0 

5 

6 

V A JR APUKATHURU 

VUNDRUKUDIY A 

1/1A 

00 

00 

08 


1/4 

00 

01 

58 


1/6 

00 

01 

34 


17/2 A 

00 

01 

48 


17/2B 

00 

00 

85 


10/1 

00 

00 

64 


9/4B 

00 

02 

87 


9/9 C 

00 

00 

24 


8/1 

00 

00 

55 


8/7 

00 

00 

31 


8/8 

00 

00 

44 


28/5 

00 

02 

61 


28/4 

00 

03 

16 


27/3 

00 

03 

34 


26/10 

00 

01 

10 


26/9 

00 

00 

77 


43/4 

00 

00 

38 






[FFT II-3sUF 3(ii)] FTTF FT TUTO : FH 30, 2019/#t 9, 1941 1253 


! DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

V A JR APUKATHURU 

VUNDRUKUDIY A 

43/5 

00 

01 

20 



43/12 

00 

00 

13 



42/1 

00 

00 

42 



41/22 

00 

00 

81 



9/4A 

00 

03 

44 



44/22D 

00 

00 

21 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


T# f##, 22 TTT#, 2019 

FT. 3fT. 430. —+K°hK F?f o/ll y41d #FT % f% #Fi ff# FT 3TTFFFF1 If 1% 3TTST F#T TFFF if 
4d)PlFF -cSriiKI % HP,d tA % P# rfd-ddld FTWTTFT FPdMdl % fVlMFd f# #f#Fd 3TRFT 

FTFpTTT Pi Pfd si sTRT FTWriFF #W# FIT# FTp#; 

3ftT %#F +K+K FT F# FT3FFTTF*T f##f % FFMd % P# FF 3FF3FF F#F f(FT | F# ^T# t FTT FF F 
3HM4 31-j^# t ##T |, sfhC #|F# TxF f#£T# FT# FT HfdM |, 3F#F % 3rf#FR FT 3T#T f%FT 

FfFTr; 

3TF: 3TF, FTFTT, 4dlPlFR 3# ##f MI^MHl^->H (#Ff t 31#! % srf^TT FT 3TF#) 3#jP)dF 1962 

(1962 ft 50) # srrrr 3 #tffrt (1) srrrr fff #%# ft f#f f#t |tt ^ ■g#r if di#i % stPPttfft 
3F#T FTF % 31FF 3TRFT# FlF'JII FT# f; 

FT# # f##, # TxF 3T^5J# if ##T ijf# if PpTFF % TFT FT#F if, Pl-HFI FFT 3rf#JFFT if FTF FTTF % 
•f.NHF # Fp#T FTTOTUT Wm # TFFsF FTT # Fn# f, F#3T (21) f#T % #FT, 'JJ# % ## FTTTFT5F 
f#lF ft# % P# TFfif FF#F % srf&FTT % #RT if # T#. 3flT. 3FT. #T, FSFT FTpTFT# (3#T FFF), fftFF 
3TRFT FT##TF PP#! (FTFWT^FT FFTF), FTFT#T-tFTTFTF FTSF'TTirF iP.FMdl, ## ##F, TTFr.STT# .#. 
FFF# FFF, Rr^TT (FTFFF FT# 3FT.#.#. F#F#FFT % FTT, f#miNddF - 530004, 3#T F#T FTFF # 
PPd ?FF if 3F#T ifFT F%FTI 


3T^# 


Rmi : 

<1^ : <*iig-5j%JiT 








*is<n FTTTF 

H1 *1 FT *ll*t 

Fq 

•N 







THR 


fTiiiio 

Fldl3|il^KH 

41/7 

00 

03 

11 



41/9 

00 

12 

78 



40/4 

00 

00 

26 



40/9 

00 

03 

07 



39/10 

00 

00 

37 



23/4 

00 

00 

39 



23/7 

00 

00 

13 



22/7 

00 

01 

01 
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* n 






til4 »TPT 

*rf 4 +<k 





•N 





HpHim 


22/8 

00 

02 

39 


20/4 

00 

04 

79 


19/3 

00 

01 

18 


19/4 

00 

01 

07 


18/4 

00 

00 

41 


55/3 

00 

01 

22 


54 

00 

00 

37 


53/4 

00 

03 

25 


72/1 

00 

00 

11 


58/11 

00 

00 

10 


58/12 

00 

01 

47 


58/16 

00 

01 

04 


41/8 

00 

06 

68 


40/5 

00 

02 

43 


18/5A 

00 

00 

21 

4^414 


141/2 

00 

00 

64 


142/18 

00 

00 

60 


142/16 

00 

14 

63 


142/14 

00 

01 

83 


143/5 

00 

00 

63 


145/7 

00 

01 

14 


146/5 

00 

01 

35 


146/6 

00 

00 

70 


127/4 

00 

01 

04 


127/8 

00 

01 

48 


142/17 

00 

00 

11 

4^414 


49/20 

00 

00 

19 


49/21 

00 

00 

68 


49/22 

00 

00 

25 


53/14 

00 

03 

62 


53/7 

00 

00 

27 


54/5a 

00 

02 

15 


54/10 

00 

00 

10 


104/4 

00 

01 

82 


104/3 

00 

00 

14 
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* n 



Rmi : 'sfl'Diam+i 


*i«<n ^r^rnr 

411*1 ^»T «1 l*i 

d'KSK 





■N 

TT*R 




hR4I4 

Ri-hhmPh 

103/6 

00 

06 

78 


49/14 

00 

03 

44 


49/13 

00 

04 

25 


49/12 

00 

00 

92 


52/5A 

00 

00 

81 


52/5B 

00 

04 

86 


52/5C 

00 

00 

81 


53/11 

00 

04 

15 


53/8 

00 

02 

53 


54/5B 

00 

07 

09 


54/7 

00 

08 

20 


104/6A 

00 

03 

75 


53/12 

00 

00 

41 


4/Nld^-b 

66/7 

00 

02 

13 


66/12 

00 

01 

29 


67/4 

00 

00 

42 


67/8 

00 

00 

22 


67/9 

00 

00 

87 


63/17B 

00 

01 

66 


61/8 

00 

00 

69 


61/9 

00 

00 

83 


61/10 

00 

00 

81 


61/25 

00 

00 

81 


61/23 

00 

00 

57 


60/15 

00 

01 

77 


43/6 

00 

00 

41 


43/5 

00 

00 

28 


43/7 

00 

00 

75 


43/9 

00 

00 

70 


43/24A 

00 

01 

03 


43/24B 

00 

00 

92 


44/9 

00 

00 

87 


53/1 

00 

02 

05 


87/14 

00 

03 

83 


89/30 

00 

00 

38 
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1 

, _ _ 


* n 






411*1 ^»T «1 l*i 






•N 





hT-hiio 

'hlsid^ 

89/32 

00 

01 

75 



63/11 

00 

01 

22 

Tf^TPT 

TTTPTPJTR' 

41/7 

00 

02 

41 



41/11 

00 

02 

90 



40/6A 

00 

00 

57 


nf^im 

39/1 

00 

00 

28 



39/3 

00 

01 

03 



39/5 

00 

00 

44 



37/5 

00 

00 

71 



35/2 

00 

01 

35 



35/5 

00 

00 

15 



35/13 

00 

00 

33 



32/10 

00 

00 

11 



32/9 

00 

00 

22 



14/13 

00 

00 

31 



14/17 

00 

00 

52 



14/18 

00 

00 

57 



30/3A/1A 

00 

00 

25 



30/3B 

00 

00 

86 



26/1 

00 

20 

40 



21/1 

00 

03 

43 



14/12 

00 

00 

51 



30/3A 

00 

00 

21 

Tf^THT 


289/4 

00 

01 

72 



289/5 

00 

00 

15 



289/6 

00 

00 

15 



288/1 

00 

00 

78 



288/9 

00 

00 

64 



288/12 

00 

00 

27 



295/17 

00 

02 

11 



295/18A 

00 

00 

94 



295/15 

00 

00 

97 



295/13B 

00 

00 

51 



295/14B 

00 

00 

90 



295/14D 

00 

01 

19 
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* n 



Rmi : 'sfl'Diam+i 


^r^rnr 

ill*! ^»T «1 l*i 

Trf 





•N 



5 e fC' s K 


hRoih 


295/9 

00 

01 

04 


294/4A 

00 

00 

71 


296/11 

00 

00 

37 


297/6A 

00 

00 

49 


297/7 

00 

00 

22 


297/19 

00 

00 

33 


297/18 

00 

00 

58 


302/15 

00 

00 

83 


302/8 

00 

00 

51 


302/14 

00 

00 

31 


307/8 

00 

00 

79 


307/9 

00 

00 

25 


309/10 

00 

00 

11 


309/9 

00 

02 

36 


309/14A 

00 

04 

14 


310/6 

00 

00 

85 


311/9 

00 

01 

14 


310/18 

00 

01 

06 


310/20 

00 

02 

00 


310/21 

00 

00 

11 


308/19B 

00 

00 

41 


309/8 

00 

00 

81 


295/10 

00 

00 

21 


296/12 

00 

00 

11 


288/2 

00 

00 

11 


298/8 

00 

02 

03 


302/17 

00 

00 

31 


310/22 

00 

02 

23 


309/13 

00 

01 

12 


308/18 

00 

00 

51 


g'JT^TT 

52/1 

00 

03 

59 


52/4 

00 

02 

36 


49/4 

00 

03 

95 


49/5 

00 

05 

81 


49/7 B 

00 

02 

99 
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* n 




TE«1 : 3U1T^T 


tllR *TDT 

*1+«K 





•N 





hPhiih 

gTSTJTfT 

49/1 OB 

00 

00 

68 


49/1OA 

00 

01 

85 


45/13 

00 

01 

96 


45/14 

00 

01 

92 


45/11 

00 

00 

31 


45/15 

00 

02 

37 


44/8 

00 

01 

39 


44/7 

00 

00 

66 


44/6 A 

00 

00 

52 


44/6 B 

00 

02 

05 


44/5 

00 

00 

46 


44/4 

00 

04 

68 


43/15 

00 

01 

11 


42/4 

00 

03 

49 


42/9 

00 

00 

46 


42/5 

00 

00 

11 


42/6 

00 

01 

40 


42/7 

00 

01 

28 


42/11 

00 

00 

55 


42/12 

00 

01 

30 


52/7 

00 

00 

21 


52/8 

00 

00 

11 


TMTWT 

29/3A 

00 

00 

86 


28/3G 

00 

00 

33 


28/3H/3 

00 

02 

28 


28/3H/1 

00 

01 

94 


32/1 

00 

01 

64 


32/2 

00 

00 

61 


31/1 

00 

00 

71 


20/3 

00 

00 

68 


19/IE 

00 

02 

21 


18/1A 

00 

03 

47 


32/5A 

00 

00 

11 


gi^nrfwT 

100/16 A 

00 

00 

72 


100/16B 

00 

00 

20 
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00 00 68 

00 00 51 

00 00 73 

00 00 18 

00 00 10 


199/2 

00 

00 

08 

199/10 

00 

00 

67 

198/16 

00 

04 

63 

203/19 

00 

00 

42 

205/1 

00 

01 

54 

187/11 

00 

02 

46 

181/8 

00 

00 

32 

200 /2b 

00 

00 

11 

198/3 

00 

02 

53 

181/3 

00 

04 

36 

205/8 

00 

00 

21 

198/11 

00 

01 

22 

198/14 

00 

00 

81 

198/5 

00 

04 

25 

198/4 

00 

06 

68 

199/5 

00 

00 

21 

187/3 

00 

00 

31 

100/23 

00 

01 

22 

100/25 

00 

00 

11 


[W. t. 3JR-11025(11)252/2017-#3TR-I/#-2 1033] 

ar, sr^r *rf%r 


414414 100/24 

100/20 

200/9 B 

200/12 

200/18 


New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 430. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 
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Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 

SCHEDULE 


| DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

NANDIGAM 

KOTTA AGRAHARAM 

41/7 

00 

03 

11 


41/9 

00 

12 

78 


40/4 

00 

00 

26 


40/9 

00 

03 

07 


39/10 

00 

00 

37 


23/4 

00 

00 

39 


23/7 

00 

00 

13 


22/7 

00 

01 

01 


22/8 

00 

02 

39 


20/4 

00 

04 

79 


19/3 

00 

01 

18 


19/4 

00 

01 

07 


18/4 

00 

00 

41 


55/3 

00 

01 

22 


54 

00 

00 

37 


53/4 

00 

03 

25 


72/1 

00 

00 

11 


58/11 

00 

00 

10 


58/12 

00 

01 

47 


58/16 

00 

01 

04 


41/8 

00 

06 

68 


40/5 

00 

02 

43 


18/5 A 

00 

00 

21 

NANDIGAM 

TURAKALA KOTA 

141/2 

00 

00 

64 


142/18 

00 

00 

60 


142/16 

00 

14 

63 


142/14 

00 

01 

83 


143/5 

00 

00 

63 


145/7 

00 

01 

14 


146/5 

00 

01 

35 


146/6 

00 

00 

70 


127/4 

00 

01 

04 


127/8 

00 

01 

48 


142/17 

00 

00 

11 

NANDIGAM 

VISSAMPALLI 

49/20 

00 

00 

19 


49/21 

00 

00 

68 


49/22 

00 

00 

25 


53/14 

00 

03 

62 


53/7 

00 

00 

27 


54/5a 

00 

02 

15 


54/10 

00 

00 

10 


104/4 

00 

01 

82 


104/3 

00 

00 

14 


103/6 

00 

06 

78 


49/14 

00 

03 

44 


49/13 

00 

04 

25 


49/12 

00 

00 

92 


52/5A 

00 

00 

81 


52/5B 

00 

04 

86 


52/5C 

00 

00 

81 


53/11 

00 

04 

15 


53/8 

00 

02 

53 


54/5B 

00 

07 

09 


54/7 

00 

08 

20 
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! DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


104/6 A 

00 

03 

75 


53/12 

00 

00 

41 

NANDIGAM 

KONDA THEMBURU 

66/7 

00 

02 

13 


66/12 

00 

01 

29 


67/4 

00 

00 

42 


67/8 

00 

00 

22 


67/9 

00 

00 

87 


63/17B 

00 

01 

66 


61/8 

00 

00 

69 


61/9 

00 

00 

83 


61/10 

00 

00 

81 


61/25 

00 

00 

81 


61/23 

00 

00 

57 


60/15 

00 

01 

77 


43/6 

00 

00 

41 


43/5 

00 

00 

28 


43/7 

00 

00 

75 


43/9 

00 

00 

70 


43/24A 

00 

01 

03 


43/24B 

00 

00 

92 


44/9 

00 

00 

87 


53/1 

00 

02 

05 


87/14 

00 

03 

83 


89/30 

00 

00 

38 


89/32 

00 

01 

75 


63/11 

00 

01 

22 

NANDIGRAM 

SANTOSAPURAN 

41/7 

00 

02 

41 


41/11 

00 

02 

90 


40/6 A 

00 

00 

57 

NANDIGAM 

LATTIGAM 

39/1 

00 

00 

28 


39/3 

00 

01 

03 


39/5 

00 

00 

44 


37/5 

00 

00 

71 


35/2 

00 

01 

35 


35/5 

00 

00 

15 


35/13 

00 

00 

33 


32/10 

00 

00 

11 


32/9 

00 

00 

22 


14/13 

00 

00 

31 


14/17 

00 

00 

52 


14/18 

00 

00 

57 


30/3 A/1 A 

00 

00 

25 


30/3B 

00 

00 

86 


26/1 

00 

20 

40 


21/1 

00 

03 

43 


14/12 

00 

00 

51 


30/3A 

00 

00 

21 

NANDIGAM 

CHIN ALA VUNIPALLI 

289/4 

00 

01 

72 


289/5 

00 

00 

15 


289/6 

00 

00 

15 


288/1 

00 

00 

78 
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! DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

NANDIGAM 

CHIN ALA VUNIPALLI 

288/9 

00 

00 

64 


288/12 

00 

00 

27 


295/17 

00 

02 

11 


295/18A 

00 

00 

94 


295/15 

00 

00 

97 


295/13B 

00 

00 

51 


295/14B 

00 

00 

90 


295/14D 

00 

01 

19 


295/9 

00 

01 

04 


294/4A 

00 

00 

71 


296/11 

00 

00 

37 


297/6A 

00 

00 

49 


297/7 

00 

00 

22 


297/19 

00 

00 

33 


297/18 

00 

00 

58 


302/15 

00 

00 

83 


302/8 

00 

00 

51 


302/14 

00 

00 

31 


307/8 

00 

00 

79 


307/9 

00 

00 

25 


309/10 

00 

00 

11 


309/9 

00 

02 

36 


309/14A 

00 

04 

14 


310/6 

00 

00 

85 


311/9 

00 

01 

14 


310/18 

00 

01 

06 


310/20 

00 

02 

00 


310/21 

00 

00 

11 


308/19B 

00 

00 

41 


309/8 

00 

00 

81 


295/10 

00 

00 

21 


296/12 

00 

00 

11 


288/2 

00 

00 

11 


298/8 

00 

02 

03 


302/17 

00 

00 

31 


310/22 

00 

02 

23 


309/13 

00 

01 

12 


308/18 

00 

00 

51 

NANDIGAM 

SUBHADRA PURAM 

52/1 

00 

03 

59 


52/4 

00 

02 

36 


49/4 

00 

03 

95 


49/5 

00 

05 

81 


49/7B 

00 

02 

99 


49/1 OB 

00 

00 

68 


49/10A 

00 

01 

85 


45/13 

00 

01 

96 


45/14 

00 

01 

92 


45/11 

00 

00 

31 


45/15 

00 

02 

37 


44/8 

00 

01 

39 


44/7 

00 

00 

66 


44/6A 

00 

00 

52 


44/6B 

00 

02 

05 


44/5 

00 

00 

46 


44/4 

00 

04 

68 


43/15 

00 

01 

11 
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! DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

NANDIGAM 

SUBHADRA PURAM 

42/4 

00 

03 

49 


42/9 

00 

00 

46 


42/5 

00 

00 

11 


42/6 

00 

01 

40 


42/7 

00 

01 

28 


42/11 

00 

00 

55 


42/12 

00 

01 

30 


52/7 

00 

00 

21 


52/8 

00 

00 

11 

NANDIGAM 

POLAVARAM 

29/3A 

00 

00 

86 


28/3G 

00 

00 

33 


28/3H/3 

00 

02 

28 


28/3H/1 

00 

01 

94 


32/1 

00 

01 

64 


32/2 

00 

00 

61 


31/1 

00 

00 

71 


20/3 

00 

00 

68 


19/IE 

00 

02 

21 


18/1A 

00 

03 

47 


32/5A 

00 

00 

11 

NANDIGAM 

BEJIIPALLI 

100/16A 

00 

00 

72 


100/16B 

00 

00 

20 


100/24 

00 

00 

68 


100/20 

00 

00 

51 


200/9B 

00 

00 

73 


200/12 

00 

00 

18 


200/18 

00 

00 

10 


199/2 

00 

00 

08 


199/10 

00 

00 

67 


198/16 

00 

04 

63 


203/19 

00 

00 

42 


205/1 

00 

01 

54 


187/11 

00 

02 

46 


181/8 

00 

00 

32 


200/2b 

00 

00 

11 


198/3 

00 

02 

53 


181/3 

00 

04 

36 


205/8 

00 

00 

21 


198/11 

00 

01 

22 


198/14 

00 

00 

81 


198/5 

00 

04 

25 


198/4 

00 

06 

68 


199/5 

00 

00 

21 


187/3 

00 

00 

31 


100/23 

00 

01 

22 


100/25 

00 

00 

11 


[F. No. 11025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 


SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


^4 fcecft, 22 Rkf, 2019 

R>1. 31T. 431.-4^4 TOR ft ^t^TfcTi|H 31k TsrfftFT (’jfft ft FTOPT 4> 3Tfft4>R 4R 3F3ftr) 

3TRfRFFT 1962 (1962 4R 50) (Iftkl ?Fft R RTcT '3xF 3TfftRFFT WT RRT t) 4ft ETRT 3 4ft WTR1 (l) 4> 3TEft4 

^3Tnfr 4ft M RTTO RTWR 3Tk 4T4ftcRF ft^T Hftldd 4ft srRkjrFTT RFFTT 44.3TT. 1687 clRksT 26 44*44 

2018, Rfl 4T4cT 4> 414144 clRksr 1 fft4F44 2018, ft 444f FT 4ft 4# sft g"Rl T34T 3T^RJrFn 4l 4TeF4 SFJTjftt ft 
R[ftR?e *jfft ft 444 4 ft t 4F34 ft cigftW ^dRiii, ■Rmh -^Riii ft 4 cftt— ftl (ft £ift-to m^ rtfstt m^di^d gm 
ftftfteFTR MRcl^d 4> fek 3TFTcT 4ftftR FT (elfftftd 4T4T 4T#4 ell^R fftwft 4? TTftkFT 4> felft 44414 4> 

3Tfft444 -% 3RjRt 4? 3T4ft 3TT T4 4ft ftkFII 4ft sft : 

31k T3xTT TMU 3 tR|^xH| cfft 4fcT4T 4FT7TT 4ft clRksT 22 fft4F44 2018 44 44cRET 4 FT ft! 4 # aft ; 
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afft RTSFT TTTf^lcHT?! ^ Well 3TRrRm T?1 £TTRT 6 Tft WIRT (l) T> 3T#T RRTIR Tit RtR t t ; 

3fk WiR TOF TR RmR TR^ T> T RTTcT 3 tYr RFTFIFT FT RTF! TR W ^ ftwl 

<# feTT 3T^f§TcT t, TJRFf WTFT T> 3TfS[TIR TIT 3T#T TR^ TIT fcrf^T W1 f%TT f ; 

3TcT: 3TT, cij^Di) TOR WcF 3lRlRm T?1 HRT 6 T?1 WIRT (l) §RT TTRT arfrlRlf TIT TFTFt TRcl f<? ^ Eff^RTT TRcfl 
t 1% ?TT 31^'^Hi Rl TOFT 3)j^4l 3 RRRut: ^ rf m^Mdl^T ftsFT T> feP? WTFT T> 3lRlTIR TIT 3 rRt f%TT 
vjTFT ; 

3T[R RRTIR \3tT> 3 lRlRm T?1 &TTRT 6 T?1 WITRT (4) gRT TTTRT <Hlfrb4)' TIT TRTFT TRcl ftj, T? M T ^cft t 1% 

Well Tjf$r 3 WTFT TIT 3TRFTIR ?RT ^fr?TOTT T> TTIT FT T?I cTT^RsT Rl TF#T TOTIR 3 frftcT FFi T> TTTTT, RF-ft 
ReeHIHl Rl gn FlTR ^'feilT 3TTTOT TRlft FT (elRi-d $ RrftcT #fl I 

^rfeFFT str rsiRrt tt#tot#t srfeTf^RTR, 1962 T^t etrt io t> 3t?JFt f%Rft Tft arfcTcifcf t> fen? ?f%RFT arfror ttt^ ft 
feTpl^S ^JpfcRTT TORTRfr #ft 3fh TT#TOTT#T Rl RFTfelcT f%Rft TOTel TR tF#T RRTIR T> T^ TTT TTTT TT 

TIFJ^fr TIFfn^I T^f FI RTTFff I 


STJRJxn 


cltRflel : ^c|RTI 

Rldl : ^c|RtI 

'tlvrii : \3cvR 

tIvjII /7TFT 

RFf/scTm r[. (toTS RT.) 

RTT—#T —RT. 

Sld4>el 

s^AR 

WR 

cFf iffeR 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

tirt4iRi 

o 

184 


00 

00 

63 

cRTT : TRJ3TR 






RIvidTH 

455 


00 

00 

36 

cRTT : TI^3TR 






TT>Hltil W r HRTI 

76 


00 

13 

18 

cRTT : TRJ3TR 

27 


00 

00 

65 


31 


00 

07 

92 

rhRati 

7731 


00 

00 

20 

cRTT : TI^3TR 

77T 


00 

04 

35 


70 


00 

00 

95 


68 


00 

00 

64 


66 


00 

01 

80 


73 


00 

00 

60 







tlScdl TITft 

443 


00 

00 

36 

cRTT : TI^TTR 

467 


00 

03 

00 


465 


00 

12 

00 


281 


00 

00 

80 


539 


00 

07 

50 


538 


00 

00 

36 

RlRsl'T RligT 

48 


00 

06 

30 

cRTT : %R^ 

46 


00 

06 

00 


47 


00 

06 

00 


72 


00 

11 

00 

T^RT 

1014 


00 

30 

96 

cRTT : jflRT 

221 


00 

00 

70 

4RR1 

254 


00 

00 

60 

cRTT : tlQ'tl 

253 


00 

04 

70 


252 


00 

04 

00 


72 


00 

11 

00 


[W. t. 3JR-11025(11)16/2018-3TT3TR-I/f-26860] 

^iTRrg; ar, srtr 


New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 431. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas S.O. No. 1687 dated the 26 th November, 2018, issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
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Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 1 st December, 2018 the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 
'Patna - Motihari - Baitalpur Branch Pipeline’ for the transportation of Petroleum Products in Tehsil : Deoria, Deoria 
District in the state of Uttar Pradesh by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public up to 22 nd December 2018. 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of Section 10 of the P & MP 
Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter relating to the 
pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Deoria 

District: Deoria 

State : Uttar Pradesh 

Mouja / Village 

Survey/Block 

No. 

Sub-Div-No. 

Area 

Hectare Are Sq.mtr. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

KUSMAUNI 

184 


00 

00 

63 

TAPP A: KACHUAR 






RAUTPAR 

455 


00 

00 

36 

TAPPA: KACHUAR 






CHAKMADHO 

76 


00 

13 

18 

URF MATHIYA 

27 


00 

00 

65 

TAPPA: KACHUAR 

31 


00 

07 

92 

SARAIYA 

11A 


00 

00 

20 

TAPPA: KACHUAR 

77B 


00 

04 

35 


70 


00 

00 

95 


68 


00 

00 

64 


66 


00 

01 

80 

PADARI 

73 


00 

00 

60 

TAPPA: SURAULI 






GHAT AIL A GHAZI 

443 


00 

00 

36 

TAPPA: KACHUAR 

467 


00 

03 

00 


465 


00 

12 

00 


281 


00 

00 

80 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

BADAHARA 

539 


00 

07 

50 

TAPP A: KACHUAR 

538 


00 

00 

36 

POKHAR BHINDA 

48 


00 

06 

30 

TAPPA: GOBARAI 

46 


00 

06 

00 


47 


00 

06 

00 


72 


00 

11 

00 

GAURA 

1014 


00 

30 

96 

TAPPA: GAURA 

221 


00 

00 

70 

BARARI 

254 


00 

00 

60 


253 


00 

04 

70 

TAPPA :DHATURA 

252 


00 

04 

00 


72 


00 

11 

00 


[F. No. R-11025( 11) 16/2018-OR-I/E-26860] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 

Fp fPccft, 22 FTp, 2019 


F5T. 3TT. 432-PPpPr TTWR P PplfcrFF 3TP TsrfpFT MIpMdlpd P WTFT P 3 tPFFR T4 3F3pr) 

3rPrPpFT 1962 (1962 4>T 50) (PlPf ?TFf ?TTp T FTcT '3x1) 3rPrPpFT cfTgr W f) Pt HRT 3 Pt WITTT (l) P 3T?fFT 
FTTp PT Fp HKcT TFFFR P PprfcFFT afp FFpfcPF pTT Hdlc14 Fp Trf^RJxpn WIT FT31T. 1686 TlPPsT 26 
2018, FTT HKcT P cTPPsT 1 fpTFFT 2018, P Mdf TcT ^T# aft sTRT FTT 3T^R^RT P PcFH TFJTjpt P 

^1 P FvR Up T TF3F p cl^R-Tlcd: ICR TFp fPTcTT: <^c|Ri|T 3 UFFT-PlRplP-tc1ld4 > '; ^TRsTT WRTI?F 
3T7T PprfcFFT mRc|^H -% fePJ pfeiH 3TF7cT fPPR FT fcTpPPs gTTT UTpT eTIpU fPwP <# Upp5FT <# feP? WTFT <# 
3 tR[F>K <# 3F3pT F> 3FTp 3TT FI Fp tjp|U|| gp sft : 

3TR T3xF TMT5T arPUjcFTT Fp ufcTFT FFTcTT Fp TTTpTF 22 fpTFFT 2018 cFE 'TTcTST FI7T Pt Fp aft ; 

3TR TT5TF UtRiFTP P FFT 3TfPfpFF Fp fcTRT 6 Fp \3FETRT (l) P 3T#F F^PlF TTWR Fp fPPlP P Pt t ; 

3TR P-P|i| TFFFR P, W fPPP tr fp^R F>7p F> F FRT 3TF F? TTFTETTU FT FTTp FT f% W tjRt MIpMdlpd fpBFp 
F> feE? 3TpfP?T t, FFp \3 FfYf F> 3tR[FF 7 FF 3TpU F>7p FF fPfP FF fPlFT f ; 

3RT: 3FT, F^PlF TUFF? T3 tTT 3TfPfpFF Fp HRT 6 Fp FFHFF (l) g"RT UFrT FlfrlFFr FF TTFFT FIRp |F? Fg ppTFTT FNcP 
t fpl ?TT 3 tRk^mI p FcFF SFJTJpP 3 RlfPfPuF Tjfp p mPddlpd PwP ^ feTT WTFT ^ 3TpRFR 4TT 3F3RT f%TR 
FTP? ; 

3TR TTWTT T3xT) 3 TP[Pm cf?T &TTTT 6 4?I TJWRT (4) g"RT TTTxT ^llrbil)' 4>T Vi^ ^?, ^ M T Pcfl t 

T3TF 3 vTFTFT 4>T 3tPpfR ?TT HpUTT ^ H4TT FT 4?I cTUflNsT ^ ^Pl TTWTT ^ PPpT PP P WFfP?, TF-fl 
fPeePpff P "grTT pPFT pferpT sfpTcT cFPTp FT fcTppTg P PrftcT ppft I 

PprfcFFT arP ^rPrrr FTpwrpT 3 tP[Pfft, 1962 hut io P 3tPp f%Pt Pr arfcPjfP ^ fen? ?1 %^ft afPcr wiP ft 
ferfppg TjnpFTT T3xFFlPrr pFft 3?P FTpWTpT P TWfpRT f%Pt Pt FFTp ir ^PPPt TTWR P PPUg Ptp FTT TFTT tr 

ftfjP wPnPr Hpf Pr TFPfr i 

arjTjxn 


c1£pld : BieLR x!|4|| 

Rldl : <^c|l 

P^TT 

'Ilvrii : T3?rR y^?l 

PPiTT/'TTFT 

TTp/scfFP TT. (FTP TT.) 


^d9>d 

TFT—PPr —TT. 


T?^R 

cpf Pter 


i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Bspr ftPPt 

TFTT : 4 (cl cM 

31 


00 

05 

88 

'I cl Rl 41 

913 


00 

00 

36 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

cDTT : s|(elcH 






wfetTT cFtg 

O 

243 


00 

06 

51 

cDTT : sifelcH 







198 


00 

00 

48 

cUTT : sifelcM 






RR 6-S4I 

681 


00 

12 

89 

7RTT : %PTT 

581 


00 

04 

02 


589 


00 

11 

00 


575 


00 

08 

00 

clS'tfld : Tpfl 

ftjfcTT : 9c|Rui 


7P37T 

: vicel't M<RI 





£DLF7eT 


4|vj1I / U 14 

Tpf/scllcf 7T. 73.) 

TTsf——7T. 





477 


00 

01 

04 







cRTT : %PTT 

352 


00 

02 

70 


353 


00 

13 

50 


344 


00 

10 

00 


350 


00 

10 

00 


345 


00 

08 

50 

4el'^l6l 

33 


00 

01 

45 

cP9T : %cPTT 







900 


00 

03 

64 

cP9T : tRcFTT 

899 


00 

01 

37 

4-S<4>l UN 

557 


00 

11 

07 

C1NI ; t^Tcfl 

691 


00 

00 

20 


708 


00 

00 

36 


683 


00 

01 

45 


[W. t. 31R-11025(11)16/2018-#3?R-I/f-26860] 

3TFeHJ ar, SPRC 


New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 432. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas S.O. No. 1686 dated the 26 th November, 2018, issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 1 st December, 2018 the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 
'Patna - Motihari - Baitalpur Branch Pipeline’ for the transportation of Petroleum Products in Tehsil : Bhatpar Rani, 
Deoria District in the state of Uttar Pradesh by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public up to 22 nd December 2018. 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 
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And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of Section 10 of the P & MP 
Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter relating to the 
pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil :Bhatpar Rani 

District: Deoria 

State : Uttar Pradesh 

Mouja / Village 

Survey/Block 

No. 

Sub-Div-No. 

Area 

Hectare Are Sq.mtr. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Bhathahi Jamin 

31 


00 

05 

88 

Tappa : Balivan 






Ratsiya 

913 


00 

00 

36 

Tappa : Balivan 






Pakdiya Kund 

243 


00 

06 

51 

Tappa : Balivan 






Sikatiya Dinachak 

198 


00 

00 

48 

Tappa : Balivan 






Gaj Hadwa 

681 


00 

12 

89 

Tappa : Gautama 

581 


00 

04 

02 


589 


00 

11 

00 


575 


00 

08 

00 

Tadwa 

477 


00 

01 

04 

Tappa : Gautama 

352 


00 

02 

70 


353 


00 

13 

50 


344 


00 

10 

00 


350 


00 

10 

00 


345 


00 

08 

50 

Baldiha 

33 


00 

01 

45 

Tappa : Gautama 






Baraipar Pandey 

900 


00 

03 

64 

Tappa : Gautama 

899 


00 

01 

37 

Barka Gaon 

557 


00 

11 

07 

Tappa : Haweli 

691 


00 

00 

20 


708 


00 

00 

36 


683 


00 

01 

45 


[F. No. R-11025( 11) 16/2018-OR-I/E-26860] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


Tf 22 R-Hf, 2019 

sir. 433— 4k+k # Tftrr ftrrr % 1 % t ^ | f% w if 

i|dlPi4H TrMKI % % f%TT 'ID ['Tl 1 T-?!'U HK TIWTI^T I % 31EET 
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4r# 4f ^rf%, 4f m 31^4) if #Pr ijf4 4 Pm 4 t, m nif# 4,14# tft srfgrgmr 4 4 rt mTf % 
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♦is^i «TR 
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<rf «i«k 
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RTC 


(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

< i h 14 R"i 

RPR 

613 

00 

01 

32 


611 

00 

00 

07 


310 

00 

00 

02 


312/1 

00 

00 

21 


308 

00 

01 

81 


315/3 

00 

00 

03 


296/1 

00 

00 

06 


294 

00 

00 

09 


317/3 

00 

00 

21 


285 

00 

00 

09 


284 

00 

00 

15 


265 

00 

00 

06 


266 

00 

00 

03 


271 

00 

00 

01 


178 

00 

00 

04 


176 

00 

00 

50 


169 

00 

00 

05 


170 

00 

00 

04 
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New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 433. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


j DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM 


STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

RAMBILLI 

DIMILI 

613 

00 

01 

32 



611 

00 

00 

07 



310 

00 

00 

02 



312/1 

00 

00 

21 



308 

00 

01 

81 



315/3 

00 

00 

03 



296/1 

00 

00 

06 



294 

00 

00 

09 



317/3 

00 

00 

21 



285 

00 

00 

09 



284 

00 

00 

15 



265 

00 

00 

06 



266 

00 

00 

03 



271 

00 

00 

01 



178 

00 

00 

04 



176 

00 

00 

50 



169 

00 

00 

05 



170 

00 

00 

04 


[F. No. R-11025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


22 rH 2019 
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WTfeHT Plfifis! tfm Tfuft 






[RFT n-WJS 3(ii) ] 


4TCI RT WPR : wf 30, 2019/#! 9, 1941 


1271 


3 #TRfR m Ht mi^hhi^h 14 % wfr%R# mm ## 4 ftt 11% Hr '4# t 4t m4 
AMN4 31^41 4 t, sffr 3 tF W5T 14w# RTF RT 1TRTR |, 4 m 4)4 4 3iftfir rt ST^T f%4T 

^Ttr; 

3171: 3TcT, %#tq- TRFR, qilPldH sfR wf?# mWTm (^4 4 4 m4m % 344FR RT 3RR) srf^Pl'MH 1962 
(1962 RT 50) 4t aRT 3 4rtmaRT (1) sTHT TRtT STfrTRff RT WFT RRt fir m ^ 4 3l4Rl % s44fR RT 
3T#R R# % 3m 3TT9R 4t 44RTT Weft f; 
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TRm # #44 RRTRR TOJ 4l RRFa RT 4t Rpft f, F#7T (21) f# % 4tcR, ?jf4 % 4t% RTRRm 

f4wR m4 % 4# m4r mm % s44fr % 4ma 4 4t m ^ 3 tr. rnr, ^ aif^Fift (stt?r #^t), ifim 

3imr mfmf4i4m (wmm), iKi4)H-|d<MK mswisd mR4hhi, #4t41#?, TRr.3rrf.4t. 
tRf# hr, RnriT (htoh m) w, 3iR.4t.4t. ^Tum+h 4 m, - 530004, w a#T Tmr 4t 

Pi Rid m 4 3 Tt4t 4r 7#rm 




r»Mi 

r: 41 +ij^h 

TF^l 
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Shwi 


dsd ^T d IR 

m 47T did 


■N "N 


r* /n 



d+«K 


TTTR 


WHI 

srRf'i^ 

291/2 

00 

03 

22 


291/4 

00 

00 

42 


291/6 

00 

04 

12 


290/1 

00 

00 

91 


290/2 

00 

02 

16 


290/4 

00 

02 

17 


290/5 

00 

02 

70 


290/6 

00 

01 

93 


290/11 

00 

00 

66 


289/2 

00 

06 

12 


288/1 

00 

02 

04 


288/2 

00 

01 

32 


290/7 

00 

00 

41 


288/3 

00 

02 

03 

HHI 

Tpnft 

280/9 

00 

00 

38 


280/10 

00 

09 

51 


275/18B 

00 

03 

65 


275/18A 

00 

01 

22 


280/4 

00 

01 

62 


280/5 

00 

01 

12 

WIRT 

TTJWT 

298/4 

00 

11 

26 


298/7 

00 

02 

45 
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1 CS_ _ 


• 



Tsr^n 

r: 


r: 3irsrw*T 

i i+i 

urn ^>T «ii*i 

sf 

^TRIT 





■N "V 

TpiT 



q«l4k<. 


+1^1 HI 

297/5 

00 

00 

87 


297/6 

00 

00 

22 


297/10 

00 

02 

07 


297/8 

00 

00 

29 


297/9 

00 

00 

25 


297/2 

00 

02 

81 


317/3 

00 

00 

38 


332/1 

00 

04 

17 


317/9 

00 

11 

74 


293/5 

00 

01 

83 

WHI 


273/5 

00 

01 

54 


273/3 

00 

00 

12 

WHIT 

pRiPihi.i 

259/11 

00 

00 

18 


259/7 

00 

00 

19 


260/1 

00 

01 

86 


255/5 

00 

01 

71 


256/4 

00 

01 

22 


255/4 

00 

01 

37 


239/1 

00 

03 

82 


259/1 

00 

00 

11 


258/11 

00 

00 

11 


144/16 

00 

02 

64 


239/2 

00 

00 

71 

wmi 

ijvnrr 

144/16 

00 

03 

04 


144/4 

00 

10 

16 


145/18 

00 

04 

66 


145/17 

00 

02 

57 


145/15 

00 

01 

32 


145/14 

00 

02 

34 


145/12 

00 

02 

08 


149/17 

00 

01 

05 


149/15 

00 

00 

93 


149/14 

00 

00 

30 


148/8 

00 

00 

45 


148/9 

00 

01 

10 


148/4 

00 

00 

28 


129 

00 

13 

52 


128/15 

00 

15 

38 


128/6 

00 

05 

06 


128/4B 

00 

07 

09 






[ W 3(ii) ] 


'•rra WT5T : ttH 30, 2019/^ 9, 1941 


1273 


fN 



• 



MHI 

r : ) sttaT$*PT 

7T5T1 

r: 3fTSTW*T 

^1 1 1+1 

■U1 -H ^TT *11+1 

sf 





■N "v 

TTTR 




M M1 >H 1 


128/5 

00 

01 

22 
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00 

61 



128/4C 

00 

02 

72 
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164/1 

00 

00 

11 



164/3 

00 

01 

46 



166/1 

00 

08 

42 



167/7 

00 

01 

31 



168/14 

00 

02 

32 



179/9 

00 

00 

17 



179/8 

00 

01 

24 



179/7 

00 

01 

32 



179/5 

00 

01 

46 



178/3 

00 

02 

68 



178/11 

00 

00 

64 



178/10 

00 

01 

28 



174/1A 

00 

02 

25 



167/9A 

00 

00 

61 



167/8A 

00 

03 

04 



167/4 

00 

07 

90 

wraT 

wrnfnrFTrjw 

52/8 

00 

01 

86 



51/6 

00 

03 

37 



51/1 

00 

05 

04 



49/6 

00 

02 

05 

WIT 

4441^ 

278/3 

00 

01 

45 



276/1 

00 

01 

31 



276/2 

00 

03 

64 

wmT 


20/3A 

00 

00 

48 



20/3 B 

00 

00 

39 



20/8 

00 

00 

11 



20/17 

00 

01 

20 



20/11 

00 

00 

16 



21/14 

00 

02 

34 



21/15 

00 

02 

11 



36/1 

00 

00 

11 



35/7 

00 

00 

17 



35/6 

00 

00 

57 



35/14 

00 

00 

58 



33/22 

00 

00 

94 



35/15B 

00 

00 

87 
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1 CS_ _ 
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111*1 w *i 

sf 

^TRR 





■N "v 





MHI'HI 


33/27 

00 

00 

82 


35/15D 

00 

00 

14 


33/29 

00 

00 

37 


39/6 

00 

00 

48 


35/15C 

00 

01 

02 


36/12 

00 

00 

21 


35/15 

00 

01 

22 

WIT 


13/1 

00 

06 

21 


13/3 

00 

00 

12 


13/4 

00 

00 

29 


13/16 

00 

00 

37 


13/18 

00 

00 

25 


15/5 

00 

00 

45 


15/6 

00 

01 

79 


32/25 

00 

00 

37 


32/24 

00 

00 

50 


32/30 

00 

00 

56 


32/28 

00 

01 

42 


71/10 

00 

01 

25 


71/2 

00 

00 

31 


71/4 

00 

00 

11 


44/14 

00 

01 

44 


44/7 

00 

00 

69 


45/1 

00 

00 

39 


45/2 

00 

00 

38 


45/3 

00 

00 

19 


45/4 

00 

00 

22 


42/20 

00 

00 

33 


42/23 

00 

00 

36 


47/14 

00 

00 

49 


47/12 

00 

00 

66 


47/11 

00 

00 

17 


55/5 

00 

00 

92 


55/1 

00 

00 

33 


55/14 

00 

00 

21 


55/18 

00 

00 

22 


55/16 

00 

00 

31 


54/19 

00 

00 

24 


54/18 

00 

00 

35 
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■N 
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53/1 

00 

01 

50 


51/9 

00 

00 

72 


51/10 

00 

00 

19 


71/11 

00 

00 

21 


32/23 

00 

00 

11 

umi 

=1 1 

88/11 

00 

02 

29 


89/2G 

00 

02 

01 


89/2 H 

00 

00 

65 


89/2F 

00 

00 

21 


164/1 

00 

01 

84 


163/5 

00 

00 

46 


163/6 

00 

00 

59 


163/12 

00 

01 

20 


163/13 

00 

00 

68 


163/14 

00 

00 

26 


167/8 

00 

03 

69 


167/6 

00 

00 

13 


167/1 

00 

01 

26 


169/15 

00 

00 

16 


170/2 

00 

03 

13 


170/6 

00 

00 

96 


170/7 

00 

02 

75 


171/8 

00 

01 

02 


176/7 

00 

00 

33 


171/11 

00 

00 

64 


176/9 

00 

00 

51 


178 

00 

09 

08 


180/3C 

00 

00 

12 


180/1C 

00 

03 

75 


180/3A 

00 

06 

49 


210 

00 

12 

06 


209/4 

00 

00 

15 


209/IB 

00 

00 

81 


203/4C 

00 

00 

27 


204/1 A/1 

00 

02 

62 


167/13 

00 

00 

11 


176/4 

00 

00 

41 


165/15 

00 

00 

11 


170/8 

00 

01 

32 


170/5 

00 

01 

22 
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1 CS_ _ 





Tsr^n 

r : 


r : affSTStST 

^1 1 1+1 


sf 





■N "v 

TT2R 


item. 

«i«Wld 

MHI'HI 

«i TT 

162/12 A 

00 

00 

81 


163/15 

00 

01 

62 


170/3 

00 

03 

24 


204/1 A/3 

00 

11 

13 


204/1B/1 

00 

08 

20 


204/1B/3 

00 

00 

11 


205/1 B/1 

00 

11 

54 


205/1 A/1 

00 

01 

8 3 


88/9 

00 

01 

72 

HHI'HI 


118/10 

00 

04 

94 


118/6 

00 

03 

68 


120/4 

00 

01 

24 


121/2 

00 

01 

27 


122/3 

00 

00 

38 


122/1 

00 

11 

25 


118/7 

00 

04 

15 

MHHI 

3HHI$Q4I 

30/19 

00 

00 

16 


30/17A 

00 

00 

20 


30/18 

00 

02 

03 


30/11 

00 

16 

03 


30/8 

00 

00 

64 


30/13 

00 

00 

44 


30/6 

00 

00 

54 


30/2 

00 

00 

97 


34/13 

00 

00 

43 


34/3 B 

00 

01 

16 


35/3 E 

00 

00 

32 


36/14D 

00 

01 

42 


36/15 

00 

00 

16 


36/16 

00 

00 

29 


36/18A 

00 

02 

54 


36/19A 

00 

01 

02 


37/11 

00 

00 

31 


37/4C 

00 

00 

27 


37/5 

00 

00 

66 


38/1G 

00 

00 

73 


39/3 

00 

00 

14 


40/20E 

00 

02 

33 


41/19 

00 

00 

52 


41/13C 

00 

00 

50 
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3|*HljQ4l 

41/6B 

00 

00 

52 



42/2 

00 

00 

30 



43/4A 

00 

00 

46 



43/2 

00 

00 

18 



17/14 

00 

00 

42 



17/5 

00 

00 

35 



17/4B 

00 

00 

33 



17/4A 

00 

00 

18 



17/3 

00 

00 

18 



14/1C 

00 

00 

72 



14/1A 

00 

00 

24 



13/13 

00 

00 

61 



13/7 

00 

00 

21 



13/3B 

00 

01 

23 



13/3C 

00 

01 

13 



13/2 

00 

00 

18 



5/8B 

00 

01 

02 



43/9 

00 

00 

21 



43/10 

00 

00 

61 



5/2 

00 

00 

81 



6 /IB 

00 

02 

43 

MHI'HI 


12 

00 

11 
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00 

01 
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00 

00 
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200/3 

00 

00 

53 



200/2 

00 

00 

57 



204/34C 

00 

01 

74 



204/33 

00 

00 

06 



204/17D 

00 

04 

37 



201/1 

00 

00 

35 



201/2 

00 

00 

74 



202/1 

00 

00 

79 



175/1A 

00 

00 

01 



175/2F 

00 

00 

04 
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4Wld< 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


ahihRPi fwnpnr 




4 H HI Pi Pi ^TFlTf% 




175/2G 

00 

00 

01 

175/2H 

00 

00 

05 

175/2C 

00 

00 

04 

175/4 A 

00 

00 

05 

175/4 B 

00 

00 

02 

118/6 

00 

00 

08 

118/15 

00 

06 

78 

118/14 

00 

04 

23 

118/23 

00 

00 

05 

144/ID 

00 

00 

50 

150/2G 

00 

07 

24 

150/2C 

00 

07 

19 

150/2H 

00 

03 

14 

151 

00 

08 

14 

128/6 

00 

01 

93 

129/6 

00 

00 

18 

129/5 

00 

01 

32 

129/2 

00 

06 

75 

130/2 

00 

00 

61 

130/1 

00 

06 

08 

137/7 

00 

01 

93 

67 

00 

00 

03 

64/2 

00 

00 

01 

64/3 

00 

00 

06 

62 

00 

11 

24 

61 

00 

01 

13 

125/1A-6 

00 

03 

95 

126/3F-6 

00 

01 

15 

126/3F-5 

00 

01 

52 

126/3F-4 

00 

01 

70 

126/3E 

00 

00 

13 

126/3D 

00 

00 

31 

128/2B 

00 

00 

44 

141/5 

00 

00 

02 

264 

00 

07 

28 
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(5) 
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279/6 

00 

00 

05 



279/15 

00 

00 

07 



279/10 

00 

00 

06 



279/11 

00 

00 

33 



279/9 

00 

00 

03 



278/4 

00 

00 

01 



277 

00 

00 

01 



275 

00 

01 

10 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11 )252/2017-#3iR-I/f-21033] 


?tfct^ srr, suit uf%T 


New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 434. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the State of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 


Any person who is interested in the land described in the said Schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. 
R. Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, 
Visakhapatnam - 530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued 
under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general 
public. 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

PALASA 

ADIVIKOTTURU 

291/2 

00 

03 

22 



291/4 

00 

00 

42 



291/6 

00 

04 

12 



290/1 

00 

00 

91 



290/2 

00 

02 

16 



290/4 

00 

02 

17 



290/5 

00 

02 

70 
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DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE: ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. | 

PALASA 

ADIVIKOTTURU 

290/6 

00 

01 

93 



290/11 

00 

00 

66 



289/2 

00 

06 

12 



288/1 

00 

02 

04 



288/2 

00 

01 

32 



290/7 

00 

00 

41 



288/3 

00 

02 

03 

PALASA 

GUDARI 

280/9 

00 

00 

38 



280/10 

00 

09 

51 



275/18B 

00 

03 

65 



275/18A 

00 

01 

22 



280/4 

00 

01 

62 



280/5 

00 

01 

12 

PALASA 

KOYUJOLA 

298/4 

00 

11 

26 



298/7 

00 

02 

45 



297/5 

00 

00 

87 



297/6 

00 

00 

22 



297/10 

00 

02 

07 



297/8 

00 

00 

29 



297/9 

00 

00 

25 



297/2 

00 

02 

81 



317/3 

00 

00 

38 



332/1 

00 

04 

17 



317/9 

00 

11 

74 



293/5 

00 

01 

83 

PALASA 

ITTAPADU 

273/5 

00 

01 

54 



273/3 

00 

00 

12 

PALASA 

MEGILLIPADU 

259/11 

00 

00 

18 



259/7 

00 

00 

19 



260/1 

00 

01 

86 



255/5 

00 

01 

71 



256/4 

00 

01 

22 



255/4 

00 

01 

37 



239/1 

00 

03 

82 



259/1 

00 

00 

11 



258/11 

00 

00 

11 



144/16 

00 

02 

64 



239/2 

00 

00 

71 

PALASA 

SUNNADA 

144/16 

00 

03 

04 



144/4 

00 

10 

16 



145/18 

00 

04 

66 
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DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE: ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. | 

PALASA 

SUNNADA 

145/17 

00 

02 

57 


145/15 

00 

01 

32 


145/14 

00 

02 

34 


145/12 

00 

02 

08 


149/17 

00 

01 

05 


149/15 

00 

00 

93 


149/14 

00 

00 

30 


148/8 

00 

00 

45 


148/9 

00 

01 

10 


148/4 

00 

00 

28 


129 

00 

13 

52 


128/15 

00 

15 

38 


128/6 

00 

05 

06 


128/4B 

00 

07 

09 


128/5 

00 

01 

22 


128/4A 

00 

00 

61 


128/4C 

00 

02 

72 

PALASA 

SASANAM 

164/1 

00 

00 

11 


164/3 

00 

01 

46 


166/1 

00 

08 

42 


167/7 

00 

01 

31 


168/14 

00 

02 

32 


179/9 

00 

00 

17 


179/8 

00 

01 

24 


179/7 

00 

01 

32 


179/5 

00 

01 

46 


178/3 

00 

02 

68 


178/11 

00 

00 

64 


178/10 

00 

01 

28 


174/1A 

00 

02 

25 


167/9 A 

00 

00 

61 


167/8 A 

00 

03 

04 


167/4 

00 

07 

90 

PALASA 

RAJAGOPALA PURAM 

52/8 

00 

01 

86 


51/6 

00 

03 

37 


51/1 

00 

05 

04 


49/6 

00 

02 

05 

PALASA 

UDAYAPURAM 

278/3 

00 

01 

45 


276/1 

00 

01 

31 


276/2 

00 

03 

64 

PALASA 

IDURAPALLI 

20/3 A 

00 

00 

48 
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DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE: ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 1 

PALASA 

IDURAPALLI 

20/3B 

00 

00 

39 


20/8 

00 

00 

11 


20/17 

00 

01 

20 


20/11 

00 

00 

16 


21/14 

00 

02 

34 


21/15 

00 

02 

11 


36/1 

00 

00 

11 


35/7 

00 

00 

17 


35/6 

00 

00 

57 


35/14 

00 

00 

58 


33/22 

00 

00 

94 


35/15B 

00 

00 

87 


33/27 

00 

00 

82 


35/15D 

00 

00 

14 


33/29 

00 

00 

37 


39/6 

00 

00 

48 


35/15C 

00 

01 

02 


36/12 

00 

00 

21 


35/15 

00 

01 

22 

PALASA 

KEDARIPURAM 

13/1 

00 

06 

21 


13/3 

00 

00 

12 


13/4 

00 

00 

29 


13/16 

00 

00 

37 


13/18 

00 

00 

25 


15/5 

00 

00 

45 


15/6 

00 

01 

79 


32/25 

00 

00 

37 


32/24 

00 

00 

50 


32/30 

00 

00 

56 


32/28 

00 

01 

42 


71/10 

00 

01 

25 


71/2 

00 

00 

31 


71/4 

00 

00 

11 


44/14 

00 

01 

44 


44/7 

00 

00 

69 


45/1 

00 

00 

39 


45/2 

00 

00 

38 


45/3 

00 

00 

19 


45/4 

00 

00 

22 


42/20 

00 

00 

33 


42/23 

00 

00 

36 
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DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE: ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. ! 

PALASA 

KEDARIPURAM 

47/14 

00 

00 

49 


47/12 

00 

00 

66 


47/11 

00 

00 

17 


55/5 

00 

00 

92 


55/1 

00 

00 

33 


55/14 

00 

00 

21 


55/18 

00 

00 

22 


55/16 

00 

00 

31 


54/19 

00 

00 

24 


54/18 

00 

00 

35 


53/1 

00 

01 

50 


51/9 

00 

00 

72 


51/10 

00 

00 

19 


71/11 

00 

00 

21 


32/23 

00 

00 

11 

PALASA 

BANTU KOTTURU 

88/11 

00 

02 

29 


89/2G 

00 

02 

01 


89/2H 

00 

00 

65 


89/2F 

00 

00 

21 


164/1 

00 

01 

84 


163/5 

00 

00 

46 


163/6 

00 

00 

59 


163/12 

00 

01 

20 


163/13 

00 

00 

68 


163/14 

00 

00 

26 


167/8 

00 

03 

69 


167/6 

00 

00 

13 


167/1 

00 

01 

26 


169/15 

00 

00 

16 


170/2 

00 

03 

13 


170/6 

00 

00 

96 


170/7 

00 

02 

75 


171/8 

00 

01 

02 


176/7 

00 

00 

33 


171/11 

00 

00 

64 


176/9 

00 

00 

51 


178 

00 

09 

08 


180/3C 

00 

00 

12 


180/1C 

00 

03 

75 


180/3 A 

00 

06 

49 


210 

00 

12 

06 






1284 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE: ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. | 

PALASA 

BANTU KOTTURU 

209/4 

00 

00 

15 


209/IB 

00 

00 

81 


203/4C 

00 

00 

27 


204/1A/1 

00 

02 

62 


167/13 

00 

00 

11 


176/4 

00 

00 

41 


165/15 

00 

00 

11 


170/8 

00 

01 

32 


170/5 

00 

01 

22 


162/12A 

00 

00 

81 


163/15 

00 

01 

62 


170/3 

00 

03 

24 


204/1A/3 

00 

11 

13 


204/1B/1 

00 

08 

20 


204/1B/3 

00 

00 

11 


205/1B/1 

00 

11 

54 


205/1A/1 

00 

01 

83 


88/9 

00 

01 

72 

PALASA 

PEDDANARAYANAPURAM 

118/10 

00 

04 

94 


118/6 

00 

03 

68 


120/4 

00 

01 

24 


121/2 

00 

01 

27 


122/3 

00 

00 

38 


122/1 

00 

11 

25 


118/7 

00 

04 

15 

PALASA 

AMALAKUDIA 

30/19 

00 

00 

16 


30/17A 

00 

00 

20 


30/18 

00 

02 

03 


30/11 

00 

16 

03 


30/8 

00 

00 

64 


30/13 

00 

00 

44 


30/6 

00 

00 

54 


30/2 

00 

00 

97 


34/13 

00 

00 

43 


34/3 B 

00 

01 

16 


35/3E 

00 

00 

32 


36/14D 

00 

01 

42 


36/15 

00 

00 

16 


36/16 

00 

00 

29 


36/18A 

00 

02 

54 


36/19A 

00 

01 

02 
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DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE: ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. ! 

PALASA 

AMALAKUDIA 

37/11 

00 

00 

31 


37/4C 

00 

00 

27 


37/5 

00 

00 

66 


38/1G 

00 

00 

73 


39/3 

00 

00 

14 


40/20E 

00 

02 

33 


41/19 

00 

00 

52 


41/13C 

00 

00 

50 


41/6B 

00 

00 

52 


42/2 

00 

00 

30 


43/4A 

00 

00 

46 


43/2 

00 

00 

18 


17/14 

00 

00 

42 


17/5 

00 

00 

35 


17/4B 

00 

00 

33 


17/4 A 

00 

00 

18 


17/3 

00 

00 

18 


14/1C 

00 

00 

72 


14/1A 

00 

00 

24 


13/13 

00 

00 

61 


13/7 

00 

00 

21 


13/3B 

00 

01 

23 


13/3C 

00 

01 

13 


13/2 

00 

00 

18 


5/8B 

00 

01 

02 


43/9 

00 

00 

21 


43/10 

00 

00 

61 


5/2 

00 

00 

81 


6/IB 

00 

02 

43 

PALASA 

MODUGULAPUTTI 

12 

00 

11 

03 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

YELAMANCHILLI 

KRISHNAPURAM 

216/9X 

00 

01 

62 



211/2 

00 

00 

18 



200/3 

00 

00 

53 



200/2 

00 

00 

57 



204/34C 

00 

01 

74 



204/33 

00 

00 

06 
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DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

YELAMANCHILLI 

KRISHNAPURAM 

204/17D 

00 

04 

37 


201/1 

00 

00 

35 


201/2 

00 

00 

74 


202/1 

00 

00 

79 


175/1A 

00 

00 

01 


175/2F 

00 

00 

04 


175/2G 

00 

00 

01 


175/2H 

00 

00 

05 


175/2C 

00 

00 

04 


175/4A 

00 

00 

05 


175/4B 

00 

00 

02 


118/6 

00 

00 

08 


118/15 

00 

06 

78 


118/14 

00 

04 

23 


118/23 

00 

00 

05 

YELAMANCHILLI 

PADMANABHARAJUPETA 

144/ID 

00 

00 

50 


150/2G 

00 

07 

24 


150/2C 

00 

07 

19 


150/2H 

00 

03 

14 


151 

00 

08 

14 


128/6 

00 

01 

93 


129/6 

00 

00 

18 


129/5 

00 

01 

32 


129/2 

00 

06 

75 


130/2 

00 

00 

61 


130/1 

00 

06 

08 


137/7 

00 

01 

93 

YELAMANCHILLI 

PULAPARTHI 

67 

00 

00 

03 


64/2 

00 

00 

01 


64/3 

00 

00 

06 


62 

00 

11 

24 


61 

00 

01 

13 


125/1A-6 

00 

03 

95 


126/3F-6 

00 

01 

15 


126/3F-5 

00 

01 

52 


126/3F-4 

00 

01 

70 


126/3E 

00 

00 

13 


126/3D 

00 

00 

31 


128/2B 

00 

00 

44 


141/5 

00 

00 

02 
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DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

YELAMANCHILLI 

ETIKOPPAKA 

264 

00 

07 

28 



279/6 

00 

00 

05 



279/15 

00 

00 

07 



279/10 

00 

00 

06 



279/11 

00 

00 

33 



279/9 

00 

00 

03 



278/4 

00 

00 

01 



277 

00 

00 

01 



275 

00 

01 

10 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 


SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 

22 iTTf, 2019 

^>T. 3JT. 435.—Psff4 «-K , =hK Pf RTU Mpld PUTT % fP PtR fpT FT 41? 3TR944? ff fP 3TTST 4p3T TR4 - if 
^ilPl4R 3cTTpf P dRdcvd P fPp; q[V|41q- pRRT? RTWTT^T HRdMdl % IPdMdd Pi tf^FT 3TRFT 
PpfiPSH Pi Rid £KT HISIHISH Pw# WF ff 4lRo; 

PR PfRr TR44T Pf npT TTSWR P^H P WpTR % f%TT 4K 3TT4WF 4ppT ffdT | fP pPf if Pf RT P 

AM Id4 SFJTtPf P PPf %, 3ffr PnP RR TTRRTRT fPw# RlP RT 5R7R |, RWFF % srf&W RT 3Fp fp4T 

RIF;; 

3R: 3R, pppT 7TWR, PflPpFT pT wPr TIWTRRT (<jfP P RFTPT % 3TpRR RT 3T#T) 3 tR)Ra|H 1962 
(1962 RT 50) Pf STRT 3P^W7T (1) sTHT TRR ?rfPPf RT WUT fiT w ?jfP P AM 4) 4 P PpRR 
3 fPt wr P 3m 3 tt^pt Pf PFptt Rpf |; 

Pf# Pf r%, Pf rr sh-j^PI P PPr ^Pr P Rdd4 f, att TnfN- P, fPnPf rt 3rfPipRr p rfr P 
<Nid Pf PPPf TrrOTRT rru Pf arrsi w Pf rtP t, ^#ft (21) fPr P Pkir, ^fP P PfP wtir 
fPsiTiT rtP P Pnr tfP Rqwr P stPrtt P Pcri P Pf ttr-. sut. 3tr. 5ft, ttsfr- TnfiPFiff (Psr ttPu), #fpR 
pRT PfPfP/FT PrfPfe (RTRFiTRR WF), RTpfp-f^TIRR RRFTTRT iRpHdl, PfPf PpFT, TRr.3TT#.Pf. 
odd-Pl 7TRT, fP^Tr (dldHd RTp) W, 31R.P.P. PfmPwPRRT, fP/miNAdR - 530004, p£T7TR Pf 
Prf%7T P 3 tfPt Pw ttPri 




Pmi :fpi(ii<siiidHti <\*M : apg- 

♦is^i *TPT 

111*1 4>T *i I'M 

TlP d*-4< 



THR 

d44)d< 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

T77T. TURTR- 

vH^SmhHR 

100 

00 

00 

04 



125 

00 

02 

61 



303/1 

00 

00 

89 



304 

00 

00 

11 



306/3 

00 

00 

32 

PIT. <144m 

^riPR 

28 

00 

06 

48 
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New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 435. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 

SCHEDULE 


j DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM 


STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

S. RAY AV ARAM 

JANGULURU 

VELAMPALEM 

100 

00 

00 

04 



125 

00 

02 

61 



303/1 

00 

00 

89 



304 

00 

00 

11 



306/3 

00 

00 

32 

S. RAY AV ARAM 

VEMAGIRI 

28 

00 

06 

48 



31/1 

00 

00 

02 



31/3 

00 

00 

01 



31/2 

00 

00 

01 



31/4 

00 

00 

04 



31/5 

00 

00 

05 



35/8 

00 

00 

06 



46/2F 

00 

00 

01 



46/2D 

00 

00 

07 



43/1 

00 

02 

36 



42/2 

00 

00 

71 



41/2 

00 

00 

21 



137/2 

00 

00 

24 



128 

00 

02 

05 



126 

00 

00 

19 



144 

00 

00 

9 



148 

00 

00 

57 



147 

00 

00 

04 



152 

00 

00 

53 



154 

00 

02 

95 

S. RAY AV ARAM 

PETASUDIPURAM 

50/4A 

00 

00 

54 



50/2 

00 

02 

95 



48 

00 

03 

48 



110/1A 

00 

04 

96 



113 

00 

51 

30 



114/2 

00 

26 

30 



121/2 

00 

25 

70 



121/3 

00 

05 

46 



122 

00 

02 

83 



324/1 

00 

09 

26 



328/2 

00 

01 

80 



338/1 

00 

00 

17 


[F. No. 11025(11 )252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 
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Tif##", 22 TITW, 2019 

TT.aff. 436.—f sTid HTTTT ft #Tr fid I D 1% f%cT TZ 3Tr??m ^ 1% 3TT1T <1*4 tf 
^dlPlTH d r414) f MRd^H % Pw mki41m- |d<Mld WRI?? 4P,4)*HI % i>.4M44 ftj 3ITTOT 

WTff/PT PlPfe ?ITT milHISH #W# WT# TOftrr; 

3TtT %#T HTTHT TT ft# 4I44HI44 % #5R % f#r ^ WTO fPTT t ff f# ^ t TO ft" 

*4144 31^41 if ##T 3# i%roi TtF 1T5WRf #W# TTRT TT WRTRT I, 3#1 % srf&W TT sr^W ffw 

^rnr; 

3RD 3TW, f#T TRTTT, ftflPl44 3# wf#T TIWTT^T t 44414 % 3rf#PH TT 3TWT) 3#)P)44 1962 
(1962 TT 50) ft TOTT 3 ft ^RSTTT (1) sTHT HWT #%ff TT WRT T#t f? ^ f 444)4 % srf&TTT TT 
3 t#t wr f sm 3 trpt ft mIm’jii tit# t; 

fli ft wf%, ft 4 tF 31^4) if ## 'fff f fZTOTS |, TTf TO#? #, Piof) TR srf&RjxHI if ^rp TOTOT f 

<M44 ft #tTO HTOTTW Wm ft TOTOWW TO7T ft TO# f, (21) f#T % #TOT, ?j#r % #% 4I44HI44 

f# 4 H( to## f#T tor# 444)4 # srf^TR%4roa-# # tnr. sttt. sitt. #j, tosptTO fsTOi# (3#r t#i), tftror 

3TRET ff##FT Pi Pfd4 (4I44TO4-4 ?WT), 4KI#4-|d<MK 4I44HI44 4P#*HI,## ##T, Tpr.arrf.#. 
044-4) Wf, fffTO (41444 TO#) ft?-, 3flT.#.#. ##F)TOT % TOTO, f#l 0414444 - 530004, #51 TOTO ft 
PPd *TO # 3IT#T 4? H%4TI 


3T^# 


PHI : #+l+*m 

il^M 

: 3if5T5j%?r 








♦is^i *i \h 

41+1 T>T 414 

4+«(< 

■N *N 







T^TT 


a) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

"Hp4l4 

34^41^4141^^4 

158/3 

00 

00 

98 


158/15 

00 

00 

10 


158/4 

00 

00 

42 


158/6 

00 

01 

16 


170/13 

00 

01 

39 


170/15 

00 

00 

28 


170/16 

00 

01 

39 


170/10 

00 

00 

24 


170/19 

00 

01 

39 


171/2 

00 

01 

33 


169/1 

00 

00 

19 


214/2 

00 

00 

38 


214/9 

00 

00 

38 


214/33 

00 

00 

84 


210/13 

00 

00 

12 


210/12 

00 

00 

07 


210/10 

00 

00 

17 


219/15 

00 

00 

58 
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3HJvH3^q|SrPJTtT 

219/17 

00 

00 

31 



220/12 

00 

01 

28 



220/13 

00 

00 

81 



214/10 

00 

00 

11 



214/34 

00 

00 

81 



220/18 

00 

00 

11 

31iy4MI=HHI 


221/11 

00 

02 

13 



221/8 

00 

00 

34 



221/6 

00 

01 

14 



220/10 

00 

01 

58 



220/12 

00 

02 

54 



220/7 

00 

00 

57 



220/5 

00 

01 

07 



219/6 

00 

00 

24 



219/8 

00 

02 

11 



219/2 

00 

00 

73 



217/6 

00 

02 

87 



217/7 

00 

01 

48 



217/12 

00 

00 

97 



220/12 

00 

01 

28 



162/8 

00 

01 

15 



159/3 

00 

01 

64 



159/1 

00 

01 

72 



157/40 

00 

00 

71 



157/41 

00 

03 

04 



157/42 

00 

00 

41 

311 yet MM "II ■HI 

+P-M01 

241/3 

00 

01 

13 


|TT. t. 3TR-1 1025(11 )252/201 7-#3iR-I/f-21 033] 


ar, sttt 


New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 436. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 
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Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTCComplex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 

SCHEDULE 


| DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE:ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

NANDIGAM 

AKULA 

RAGHUNADHAPURAM 

158/3 

00 

00 

98 


158/15 

00 

00 

10 


158/4 

00 

00 

42 


158/6 

00 

01 

16 


170/13 

00 

01 

39 


170/15 

00 

00 

28 


170/16 

00 

01 

39 


170/10 

00 

00 

24 


170/19 

00 

01 

39 


171/2 

00 

01 

33 


169/1 

00 

00 

19 


214/2 

00 

00 

38 


214/9 

00 

00 

38 


214/33 

00 

00 

84 


210/13 

00 

00 

12 


210/12 

00 

00 

07 


210/10 

00 

00 

17 


219/15 

00 

00 

58 


219/17 

00 

00 

31 


220/12 

00 

01 

28 


220/13 

00 

00 

81 


214/10 

00 

00 

11 


214/34 

00 

00 

81 


220/18 

00 

00 

11 

AMADALAVALASA 

KANUGULAVALASA 

221/11 

00 

02 

13 


221/8 

00 

00 

34 


221/6 

00 

01 

14 


220/10 

00 

01 

58 


220/12 

00 

02 

54 


220/7 

00 

00 

57 


220/5 

00 

01 

07 


219/6 

00 

00 

24 


219/8 

00 

02 

11 


219/2 

00 

00 

73 


217/6 

00 

02 

87 


217/7 

00 

01 

48 


217/12 

00 

00 

97 


162/8 

00 

01 

15 


159/3 

00 

01 

64 


159/1 

00 

01 

72 


157/40 

00 

00 

71 


157/41 

00 

03 

04 


157/42 

00 

00 

41 

AMADALAVALASA 

KALI VAR AM 

241/3 

00 

01 

13 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 


SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 
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TT f^ft, 22 TIT#, 2019 

^T.3TT. 437.—#4)4 4K+K T #fti#RTT T# WptR TTWTIW (ljf% if 3H4HI % Tf^TTT TT 3F#T) 
3rf#f#Tnr,1962 (1962 TT 50) (1%# ^Rif TT% WRT ^ srfllPi'M^ TfTW|) # STITT 3 #ff W STITT (1) % 
srsftr Rrff #t t#, ttw t<+k % ifrpRrr tt^ Ti^f#r % mtt #t srffaijTTT tw tt.stt. 1813 Tnftw 
03.08.2017 f#TTTWTW TTTT%TrWTTW 32, TTT-II, TPR 3, WWR (ii) TnffW 12.08.2017 # f#TT 
TTT I, £TTT W srf&W^HI if TFTCT 3T^J#t if PPRg Ttf^TTT TTR % W#T : f#f#f%, f#FIT : (jff # if, 
TfftTT WT if MI4|41M # d4lldl WT if |d<MK W MilPl a<-H TrTT#f % dftdsR % Pf# #fiw TTW 
wff^FT Pi fils! % STITT f#4lPdd f#rr TT 7| "HI<14)M4M1 ^ MIsSMHIsH 'lP,4Mdl” % WST if Hl^'-Mlid 
f#W# % y#Md % Pr# 3#T % 3Tf&RTTT TT 3T#T TT# % f#T# 3m 3TRFT TWTT #f; 

3#T W •’MHd Tfsl^HI #f Tf#TT RRTfT TT WWT TTT #t T# #fl 3TIT TR 3rfs)p4T #t STTTT 6 #t WSTTTT 
(1) % ST^TTW if TSPT TTf#TTft T %4fT TWIT TT 3FT#f f#Tf# # #f |l aflr #4) 4 TWIT T TtF> TT 
f#RTT TT# % WRT 3#T W TTTSTFT #f TT# TT f% W TTWTITT # f## 3TTf#RT t, TT#f OTP # 

3Tf#W TT 3T#T TT# TT f#f#«TT f#TT fl 


3RT:, 3R, #4)4 T-RK, TTFI3Tfs)I#4T #t SJTTT 6 ff WSTITT (1 ) sTITT ITT ST%#f TT WR TT# ^tt, Tr^^RT 
#rr TT#t t f# tt srf&j^ni # tw if f#f#f#r if ittwtt f#w# % mrlr tt tPittt 

3Tf^cr 1%TT TTTT |l 

3tit twit w Ti%f#w snrr 6 #t wrnrr (4) nrr tw ^TfrRff tt #i w |t, tt %#f t 

f# W if TWIT TT 3rf#nT, W dld'JII % WT^FT Tlffw T, fK<+,|J Tf i%f#?r jn# T Twr T - #! 

f#WTTf if #ITT #1#W TTW TPTFW if f#f|r TFTTI 




d^41<H-RRPi 

Ri<hi -(iO 




$N4i<H 

Ttr TT TPT 

Rffe T. 


1TTT 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

m an i 

366 

00 

07 

66 


390 

00 

04 

18 


364 

00 

05 

38 


364/2960 

00 

00 

55 


364/2969 

00 

00 

30 


364/2976 

00 

00 

61 


364/2983 

00 

00 

61 


364/2709 

00 

05 

28 


357 

00 

05 

53 


356 

00 

04 

81 


355 

00 

04 

29 


353 

00 

06 

05 


329 

00 

07 

28 
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328 

00 

14 

65 

320 

00 

00 

10 

258 

00 

02 

55 

248 

00 

01 

48 

232 

00 

10 

09 

246 

00 

00 

75 


ITT. t. 3TTT-1 1025(11 )236/2017-#3iR-I/f-13717] 




New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S. O. 437. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, published in the Gazette of India No. 32, Part-11, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) dated 12.08.2017 vide S.O. Number 
1813 dated 03.08.2017 issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) hereinafter referred to as the said Act, the Central Government declared 
its intention to acquire the right of user in the land situated in Tehsil- Pipili, District-Puri in Odisha State, specified in the 
schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of petroleum products 
from Paradip in the State of Odisha to Hyderabad in the State of Telengana by Indian Oil Corporation Limited for 
implementing the “Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline Project". 

And whereas the copies of the Gazette were made available to the public, And whereas the Competent Authority has 
under Sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, has submitted his report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of the user in the land specified in the schedule appended to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vests on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: PIPILI 

District: PURI 

State : ODISHA 

Name of the Village 

Plot No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

SIULA 

366 

00 

07 

66 


390 

00 

04 

18 


364 

00 

05 

38 


364/2960 

00 

00 

55 


364/2969 

00 

00 

30 


364/2976 

00 

00 

61 


364/2983 

00 

00 

61 


364/2709 

00 

05 

28 


357 

00 

05 

53 


356 

00 

04 

81 


355 

00 

04 

29 
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SIULA 

353 

00 

06 

05 


329 

00 

07 

28 


328 

00 

14 

65 


320 

00 

00 

10 


258 

00 

02 

55 


248 

00 

01 

48 


232 

00 

10 

09 


246 

00 

00 

75 


[F. No. 11025(11)236/2017-OR-I/E-13717] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


f44t, 22 RTR, 2019 

^T. 3fT. 438.—RT F7TF yrfid ^tcTT |F f% 4Ri f|7F 4 4R STRTW f> f% 3TTST TF%3T TTR if 
•)d)Pl4H ^rTRt 4 hP, 4?H % ^ MH.l4lM- |<HNK MR'HRH iP-MHdl % i>.4M44 RT i944 3TRR 
wfP'^FT PlPfe 3TITT Rl4t RTf^T; 

3TtT %#PF +K+K 4F irjfr % 94M4 % 4R 3RTO RpR fFTT | f% ^ ^ 4 RF 4 

AM 144 3^4) 4 t, 3fhr 9ra4 14 w# RT4 47F RRflR |, RPTR 4 srfigw w 3T#T f%4T 

^iir; 

3R: sr, iR#R ■H-RK, 4flPl44 afpr wPRf MISHHI3-H (?jf44 RRpT % srf&W 3F3R) srf&lPl4H 1962 
(1962 w 50) # mrr 3 #rwtt (1) srrrr rrr ?f1%f4 A rrF aft ?jf4 4 ^m4Pi % srf&w m 
SRpF 4 3 r 4 3TRFF 4t tTl MU| I spy# f; 

4li 4t R%, 4F RTF 31^41 if wf^RF 4 9,444 t, "RT rflfFw 4, Pi 4*1 RT srf&TpRF 4 ^tF RTTcF 4 
•1M44 4t FlpRT TTFaTFW Wm 4F RW T 7 ! 4F RTcft f, ^#FF (21) f^T 4 44 ft, ?|14 % 4)4 mrmhrh 
Pwf 3tff 4 i%rr ^rtt twR 4 3rf4w % 4w 44F fr. anr. anr. 5 ft, ttsft Rf&RFfF (arPr tf4?t), ff4R 

3TRFT wfP’SR PlPP-sl (TT5WRF WFT), MKI<pM-|4<l4K RWTTRT mPaTmHI, 4F4t 4pFT, F7R-.3TTi.4)\ 
1(44-4) WF, f4^TF (s!I 4?9 TF4) aflT.ifF.Tft. 4FR4RT 4 W, f4dFsim-dHR - 530004, TR»F TFR RF 
Plf^4 RR 4 3Tr4R 43F Fl^rm 


3T^t 


Pmi : f4$ll<9lHt T l+l 

tfr : 3irer ft%?t 



HS<4 RITR1T 

il l-H dl-H 

FT? 





■N "N 

TRR 

r a 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


(NHI 

125/3 

00 

00 

49 



116 

00 

00 

04 



78/5A 

00 

00 

01 



78/3C 

00 

00 

13 



78/3A 

00 

00 

05 



79/1A 

00 

00 

02 



76/4 

00 

00 

02 



24 

00 

00 

06 
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uonPh 

1NHI 

21/1A 

00 

00 

05 



28/12 

00 

00 

03 



15/7 

00 

00 

58 



15/6 

00 

00 

68 



78/2A1 

00 

00 

10 



78/4 

00 

00 

61 

H -H 1"4 f?"l 

TpiWT 

5 

00 

00 

04 

< 1 H 14 f?"l 

=r>) ti i «Tl oj 

267 

00 

00 

08 



252 

00 

00 

14 



250 

00 

00 

63 



3 

00 

02 

23 



5 

00 

00 

02 


ITT. t. 3TR-1 1025(11)252/201 7-#3iR-I/f-21 033] 


HT, 3TTT ?rf%T 

New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 438. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


! DISTRICT : VISAKHAPATNAM 


STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

RAMBILLI 

RAJ ALA 

125/3 

00 

00 

49 



116 

00 

00 

04 



78/5 A 

00 

00 

01 



78/3C 

00 

00 

13 



78/3A 

00 

00 

05 



79/1A 

00 

00 

02 



76/4 

00 

00 

02 



24 

00 

00 

06 



21/1A 

00 

00 

05 



28/12 

00 

00 

03 



15/7 

00 

00 

58 
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RAMBILLI 

RAJ ALA 

15/6 

00 

00 

68 



78/2A1 

00 

00 

10 



78/4 

00 

00 

61 

RAMBILLI 

MURAKADA 

5 

00 

00 

04 

RAMBILLI 

KATTABOLU 

267 

00 

00 

08 



252 

00 

00 

14 



250 

00 

00 

63 



3 

00 

02 

23 



5 

00 

00 

02 


[F. No. R-11025( 11 )252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


T# ft^, 22 FR, 2019 

^T.3JT. 439.—-H I i R ftlT Rffa fFTl I 1% ^fFr ftcl # 477 3TT4WF t ft 3TT5T TTU TTW FT 
WT!4f W> iR^d % ftr TTWTTW mPaTHHI % ftdMTH ift^R 3FRPT 

ttffRrf PiRRd ^rrr ’tiwtr f^wrt wr <ft tiRf; 

aftr MRr writ Hr iRft miswish % wFjff % Pitt 7 ^ str-? 4R RfFr fm | ft t tf! w % 

AHN4 3^41 t tRRf |, 3ftT l^mTf TtF f^T# TTFT TT TWIT |, 4l4Rl % srf^nr TT 3Rpr f%4T 

wf;; 

3R: 3R %^T TTTTTT, MdlPldH sftr wf?Rr TTTWFWT (JjRF t -dlTHI % 3rf^7R TT 3^T) srf&JPl^Jd 1962 

(1962 TT 50) # OTTT 3 # WHTTF (1) sTTT 4W StItFTT TT #t WFl ^1 '3>l4Rl % 3rf^RT TT 

3T3ft TW % 3RT% 3TRPT 4tWT Weft 

wf ?ft ^ri%, r wf 31^^41 1 ^rt jjRf if fteFR |, rt cnfRr tr, f^wr w stRu^hi t rf w % 
TRW #■ fItRtF TTSFITW WFTT R TFW WF ^t RTcft f, (21) f^T % jftcIT, TjRF % Rt% llsSHHIsM 
F4^IL( % Rttt TfFf TWFT % srflw % RRF t ^ %. TT. tr %f§TW, TTSFR FTff&wft (3TT1T WU), fflWF 
31FR WTR4FT RlRfid (WTFTTW T4FT), UI - I'TlU-R^-l-'dl'i TTTWTTT 'iRdHHI, RTT TWT 33, WT ^TT 
3#1%Rf W#ft, W W TFT f^TRWT-520008, m T FRF TFWTT Pi Rid $ 3TTSFq- ?R WTFI 


3T5^ 







<1^4: a^PEr^ST 

jmT 'TFT 

ti 1*1 T>T «i i*i 

TF^ W^T 



T7TT 

^if^fFST 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

44H M J 4'+l'il 

hthnRh 

57/7 

00 

04 

46 



51/8 

00 

00 

41 



51/9 

00 

10 

93 

TTTTRT^TTTF 

TrwrrRiT 

64/2 

00 

44 

52 



75/4 

00 

31 

17 



13/1 

00 

23 

68 



66/1 

00 

07 

69 

TTFRTTTJTTTr 

wftft 

121/2 

00 

28 

74 



366 

00 

16 

19 
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Tiwirnr 562 

560/1 
560/2 
562/6 
577 

MM NTH Ml 797 


00 

04 

50 

00 

14 

57 

00 

10 

12 

00 

49 

38 

00 

33 

59 

00 

31 

17 


ITT. t. 3JR-11025(11)252/2017-#3IR-I/f-21033] 


blurry ar, srt 

New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 439. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. K.A.S 
Jennyson, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh), Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project, Plot No. 33, Kanaka Durga officer’s Colony,Gurunank Nagar Main Road, Vijayawada - 
520008 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 

SCHEDULE 


District : West Godavari 



State : 

Andhra Pradesh j 




Area 1 

Name of Mandal 

Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 






Metre 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Kamavarapukota 

Mankenapalli 

57/7 

00 

04 

46 



51/8 

00 

00 

41 



51/9 

00 

10 

93 

Kamavarapukota 

Ramannapalem 

64/2 

00 

44 

52 



75/4 

00 

31 

17 



13/1 

00 

23 

68 



66/1 

00 

07 

69 

Kamavarapukota 

Guntupalli 

121/2 

00 

28 

74 



366 

00 

16 

19 

Koyyalagudem 

Rajavaram 

562 

00 

04 

50 



560/1 

00 

14 

57 



560/2 

00 

10 

12 



562/6 

00 

49 

38 



577 

00 

33 

59 

Polavaram 

Gutala 

797 

00 

31 

17 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 


SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


Tf f&ft, 22 TTT, 2019 

TT.3n\ 440.—4K+H TT T*TT TcfET fETT | f% %T # T7T t f% RST TER H 

3 ah til % hki<Ph-|<u,mk mi^mhism fry sifft 

iPrftRr str TTRFiTRr RFft Rrfty; 
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3fP 4PPr toir Pf Hr mswr^r 14 P wnr % Pm ^ 3iR?mB arfp fftn 11% Hr ^ if Pf if 

AMN4 31^41 if Wppf t, 3TfT PuPf 3 tB W5T Pw# WFf W SWR |, 3 m 4P P SfflpTlT W ST^T f%^TT 
^Ttr; 

3Trf: st^, %ppf IRfR, Md)Pl4H 4? tfppr TT^W^T (ijpr if 3#I P 3rfsp7TT ^T 3T#T) 3Tp)p4H 1962 
(1962 w 50) Pt am 3 Pf mam (1) srrrr mm ?Tppff m wm mPr fn; mr ^ if 3i4)d P srPmrm 
3 pPt mPrP srrmrPt nIm'jii mPft; 


Pr# Pf mPu, Pf mm 3 ^ 4 ) P mPim ?jPr if Pd 4 4 fr, w rniftw if, PwPi m srf&^mrr if ?rmr P 
(M'i4 Pf afPPr mamr mrciT Pf mma mn 4t m4t f, (21) f^r % PPm, ?iPr % #4 msmisd 
fpgrm mPi P i%xT ^if rnwr % sTf^mr P w if Pt P. m pr 4 Pun, msnr aiPrmift (srfsr aPa), 4fPmr 

3fnr^r PpPPh Pifipd (msmim awr), mki4Ih4N<mk umm iRPHhi, mfe4w 33, mam ^if 
3 ff 1 %mf PPfpft, W ip fm P'ddd I.£1-520008, Par aP?T Tim Pf fPf% 7 T PT if Pap Pm #TTI 




pFTT: 1 Tim: SIFST a%$T 

+is<j> m aw 

tl IH m *-| 1 -H 

Pf n«t<. 



xrerc 

q«T 4U<. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

TT.4ff^ 

aTSpmrPm: 

194 

00 

04 

05 

AH43P 

TFpvrpiPrtT 

108/1 

00 

09 

71 


ww 

263/1 

00 

02 

02 


yRMiHPl 

104/1 

00 

16 

10 

P'HHlijd 

d"vl^=t< mPm 

337/1 

00 

23 

97 



337/2 

00 

36 

93 



339 

00 

33 

70 



384 

00 

28 

71 



85 

00 

28 

77 

4).P)'-s*' 


58/1B1C 

00 

03 

71 



54/2A 

00 

13 

97 



54/3A 

00 

08 

14 



53/2C 

00 

44 

30 

41.Pl«s^ 

Pi <-S VC, 

45/1 

00 

09 

28 



47 

00 

76 

35 


[W. P. 31R-11025(11)252/2017-#3iR-I/f-21033] 


New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 


ppfj ar, srmc afPm 


S.O. 440. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 
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And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. K.A.S 
Jennyson, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh), Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project, Plot No. 33, Kanaka Durga officer’s Colony,Gurunank Nagar Main Road, Vijayawada - 
520008 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


District: Krishna 



State : Andhra Pradesh 




Area 

Name of Mandal 

Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Metre 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

A konduru 

Madhavaram West 

194 

00 

04 

05 

Mylavaram 

Dasullapalem 

108/1 

00 

09 

71 

Reddigudem 

Rudravaram 

263/1 

00 

02 

02 

Reddigudem 

Muchinapalli 

104/1 

00 

16 

10 

Vissanapet 

Telladevarapalli 

337/1 

00 

23 

97 



337/2 

00 

36 

93 



339 

00 

33 

70 



384 

00 

28 

71 



85 

00 

28 

77 

G Konduru 

Chevuturu 

58/1B1C 

00 

03 

71 



5 4/2 A 

00 

13 

97 



5 4/3 A 

00 

08 

14 



53/2C 

00 

44 

30 

G Konduru 

Konduru 

45/1 

00 

09 

28 



47 

00 

76 

35 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


22 R!%, 2019 

35T. 3fr. 441.—4'tTiq +K't>K %f Rrt Mtfld tfRT % f% RR f%T TT 'W, 3TR9TR7 §; 3TTST TTR if 

% qftc^q % %tT Ml4MK TIWTTTT mPaThHI % 3fRTT 

wfft^R Pi Rid STTT RFff x(|pu; 

3Tk 7RTTT %f Hr % WlRtT % f%TT sprmT RffcT fRT t f% ^ff if %f RT if 

AMM4 4 Rffirf t, 3TfT IPFrtr RR f%RT# RRT R WR RRHT % srfssRR R SRpf pR 

i it; 

3TcT: 3R, RR, ifftPunT sfR TTRFTRRr (^f% if RPTPT % 3TpRR TT 3RR) 1962 

(1962 RT 50) STRT 3 4f RTORT (1) sTHT RUT ?Tf%4f TT WR RTf fir RT ^ if -dldlh % 

3T%T Rl % 3PR 3U?R 4f rItott TRtff t; 

Rif iff Rl%, %f RT 3^41 if rPr if 9,444 f, 37T TTrflW if, P-H+l RFf srf&Uj^HI if RR7T % 
TRRT # ^f4%f HTOHR Wm 4f RFRy TRT 4f RRff f, (21) f%T % 4fcR, 'tjp % 41% MltPlHIR 
i* rt4 % 9et \jq%PT % srfgRK % wr ir %f tr. sir. 3tr. spj, rstr- Rrf%nff (to rut), 






[ W 3(ii) ] 
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31FFT WTftsR (TIWTT^T WFI), 9KI^9-|cKMK TIWTT^T iRdMHI, itf^FT, T^T.3TTi.fft. 

M.H-+41 WT, i%5rlT (^1W W) W, aiTT.^t.^ft. % W, ^nWTH3TiT - 530004, 3TT?T 3J%»T TTR ^T 

Pif^d tt 3ttot ■Jr ?#rrri 




^ f\ 


. ^ 



m<?ii : ) 4i e M5<?i*i 

: 3TT5T WfT 

♦is^i ®m *tpt 

■HI*) W *11*1 

>TRT 


•N -S. 


r 

$+44 < 

q«l4Kt 

d’Rdm 

M^ldlOillPd 

56/2 

00 

20 

20 

^Pi 


62/14 

00 

00 

16 


62/3 

00 

03 

44 


62/6 

00 

00 

10 


62/7 

00 

00 

20 


72/6 

00 

00 

18 


99/11 

00 

00 

93 


99/24 

00 

00 

19 


99/23 

00 

01 

94 


100/5 

00 

00 

05 


100/7 

00 

00 

58 


100/15 

00 

00 

07 


100/10 

00 

01 

39 


100/12 

00 

01 

73 


100/28 

00 

00 

04 


101/6 

00 

00 

79 


101/7 

00 

00 

60 


101/8 

00 

00 

51 


101/25 

00 

00 

01 


112/10 

00 

00 

04 


112/15 

00 

00 

51 


112/12 

00 

00 

17 


112/19 

00 

00 

11 


111/1 

00 

00 

19 


111/5 

00 

00 

15 


120/25 

00 

00 

76 


120/22 

00 

02 

84 


120/19 

00 

01 

72 


120/20 

00 

00 

11 


120/18 

00 

05 

70 






1302 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 




120/17 

00 

01 

94 

120/12A 

00 

02 

81 

120/11 

00 

01 

02 

125/8 

00 

00 

11 

125/9 

00 

00 

07 

125/5 

00 

00 

25 

126/13 

00 

05 

90 

126/12 

00 

00 

09 

126/5 

00 

00 

05 

113/26 

00 

00 

61 

100/8 

00 

00 

61 

114/6 

00 

01 

22 


[W. t. 3ITT-1 1025(11)252/2017-#siR-I/f-21033] 


New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 


HT, 3T3T 


S.O. 441. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4 th floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


i SCHEDULE | 

| DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 

STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH | 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA | 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

NANDIGAM 

PEDDATAMARAPALLI 

56/2 

00 

20 

20 

TEKKALI 

CHAK1PA1.LF. 

62/14 

00 

00 

16 



62/3 

00 

03 

44 



62/6 

00 

00 

10 



62/7 

00 

00 

20 



72/6 

00 

00 

18 



99/11 

00 

00 

93 



99/24 

00 

00 

19 



99/23 

00 

01 

94 



100/5 

00 

00 

05 



100/7 

00 

00 

58 
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TEKKALI 

CHAKIPALLE 

100/15 

00 

00 

07 



100/10 

00 

01 

39 



100/12 

00 

01 

73 



100/28 

00 

00 

04 



101/6 

00 

00 

79 



101/7 

00 

00 

60 



101/8 

00 

00 

51 



101/25 

00 

00 

01 



112/10 

00 

00 

04 



112/15 

00 

00 

51 



112/12 

00 

00 

17 



112/19 

00 

00 

11 



111/1 

00 

00 

19 



111/5 

00 

00 

15 



120/25 

00 

00 

76 



120/22 

00 

02 

84 



120/19 

00 

01 

72 



120/20 

00 

00 

11 



120/18 

00 

05 

70 



120/17 

00 

01 

94 



120/12 A 

00 

02 

81 



120/11 

00 

01 

02 



125/8 

00 

00 

11 



125/9 

00 

00 

07 



125/5 

00 

00 

25 



126/13 

00 

05 

90 



126/12 

00 

00 

09 



126/5 

00 

00 

05 



113/26 

00 

00 

61 



100/8 

00 

00 

61 



114/6 

00 

01 

22 


[F. No. R-l 1025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


Rft fftc^ft, 22 Rift, 2019 

RR. 31T. 442.-RkftFl WR ft ftftrfeTRR 3fk RlfftRT ft WlFT R> 3TFFFR RR 3lftR) 

3lfftfftRR 1962 (1962 RR 50) (fftft ^nft ?RTR> R RFT RTF 3lfftfftRR cf^T RRT t) R?1 ETRT 3 R?1 WIRT (l) R> 3T?ftR 
RTpft Rft R^ RRcl WFR ft> ftftlfeTRR 31k RFFfcFF ft?! ftRTeTR Rft 31^1^41 WIT RR.3TT. 1681 RkksT 26 WI 

2018, Rfl RRR R> 1NU RFftrsT 1 fepR 2018, ft M>tF' T?T Rft Rft aft £RT W 3li?kjxrRT ft MR SFJRjrft ft 

RlfftlftiJR 'JjfF ft RxR Rft T 1M ft wftel RftfRRR, f^TeTT: <^c|Ri|l ft RW-fttfftRTft-tcTTeTyi ^TRsTT sTRT 

ftftrfeTRR Rfft^R ft fftlR ^in 3TTRcl ftfftk FT fftrfftftg gRT WT eTT^R (ftRdft R> RftkFT R> feTR WTlR R> 

3TfsftFR R> SIfFt ft 3TRft 31T FT Rft ftt?RTT Rft aft : 

31k W 1NW srfftRjRRT Rft RfrPTT FFTcTT Rft clkkR 22 fewi 2018 IFF » RRT ftt Rft aft ; 

31k RTSTR RTfaRFlft ft RTF 3lfftfftRR Rft ETRT 6 Rft WIRT (l) R> 3T#R ftftlil WFR Rft fftftft ft ftt t ; 
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3fk 0-sTli| TOR P, TOE fTOR TR fpTOR EfRp f 1 TOcT 3TTR TOT RTOHFT FT TOT TR f% TOE ^ MIsHcHlsH fpBTT 
Ep feR 3TpfPcT t, TOFT TOETET Ep 3 TpPCTR TO 3 T#T ERRp TO fcrf^r TOT 1%TO t ; 

3TTO 3ET, EfPppr RRERR TOR 3lPPpTOT Efp TORT 6 Efp TOTTORT (l) gTRT TORT TOpTOp TO TOTEf EfRp |Tt ^ pRETT TOTO?I 
f fpT ^RT 3TpH^xH| cp RTeETO 3)j^ p RlfPRiJTO i-jfp p fPwP Ep feE? TOEpE Ep 3TppRR cf5T 3F3pr fpEfT 

TO^ ; 

3pR EfPppf TOiR TOR TrfPrfpTOT Efp TOTRT 6 Efp TOTTORT (4) 3TRT TORT TOfcETOf TO TOTEt EfRp |R[, TO f¥f T Pep t f% 
TOcE Tjfp p TOEpE TO 3TppRR ?RT TORRE Ep TORT FT Efp TOpRsT P PPlil REFER P fPftcT PP Ep TOTOT, REP 
fPeeETpf RT g?R ?pRT p%TOT 3ETOeT Efpipp FT fPrfPPs P fPftcT PEP I 

PpTfeTTOT TOTR RsPpTO WET?E 3pPrfpTOT, 1962 Efp TOTRT 10 Ef> 3 fPto fpRp Pt arfcEjfcf Ef> feE? P%TOT 3TETeT Efppft FT 


ferfPPs TjnpETT TOTTOEP PEP 3pR WTeTT?TO p RTTOpfeTcT fpTRp p[ TOFTeT tr EfE#E 
ERFJ-P EEEpnfT FT TOfEftl 


clETPlel : RTeETgR 


sr^Tjxn 

fPeE : ^c|RilT 


Ep fcERg" Eppf cfTT TORE TO 


TOR ITpTO 


4-H vyfT /TTTfT 

rtP/totter rt. (toPs rt.) 


Proper 

TO 1 N> | | / VI 1 TO 

RET— PPr — RT. 

pEfcPjR 

err 

cFT 4)c^ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

4TTOR 

1068 


00 

10 

55 

cETO : TOTOp 

1069 


00 

01 

47 


1075 


00 

05 

36 


1074 


00 

01 

72 


1073 


00 

01 

11 


1084 


00 

01 

66 


1082 


00 

00 

58 


1080 


00 

00 

64 


1087 


00 

00 

75 


1088 


00 

00 

54 


1092 


00 

00 

45 

RTc[Pj?I 

530 


00 

03 

93 

cl '-Ml : TOTOp 

529 


00 

14 

55 


457 


00 

00 

36 

fPPteP EpfpcT 

1025 


00 

03 

70 

cRTT : TOTcP 

985 


00 

02 

80 

TOp PPrt 

cRTT : TOTcP 

1281 


00 

02 

85 

P^TO 

305 


00 

01 

19 

cTTO : TOTcP 

304 


00 

06 

99 


303 


00 

02 

95 


302 


00 

07 

83 


301 


00 

03 

96 


300 


00 

02 

10 

FflRKHl 

369 


00 

01 

99 

cTTO : TORRpTOR 






3H -H c| 1 

84 


00 

00 

36 

cTTO : tPPtoet 






MRIRPtI <FRcRepl 

439 


00 

01 

71 

cTTO : TPPTO4 

438 


00 

00 

36 

ESIcsJR) cRrIcII 

636 


00 

02 

21 

cTTO : rPPtoeT 







[TOT. t. TOT-I1025(11)16/2018-#3TTT-I/#-26860] 

?TFtT 5 HT, 3FTO Rlf^TO 
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New Delhi, the 22 nd March, 2019 

S.O. 442 .—Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas S.O. No. 1681 dated the 26 th November, 2018, issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 1 st December, 2018 the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 
'Patna - Motihari - Baitalpur Branch Pipeline’ for the transportation of Petroleum Products in Tehsil : Salempur, Deoria 
District in the state of Uttar Pradesh by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public up to 22 nd December 2018. 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of Section 10 of the P & MP 
Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter relating to the 
pipeline. 

SCHEDULE 
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Tappa : Barsipar 






Amava 

Tappa : Sathiyav 

84 


00 

00 

36 

Parasiya Karkatahi 

439 


00 

01 

71 

Tappa : Sathiyav 

438 


00 

00 

36 

Khajuri Karaunta 
Tappa : Sathiyav 

636 


00 


21 


[F. No. R-11025( 11) 16/2018-OR-I/E-26860] 
SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy. 


’Wirt <WlK 

*rf Rp4i, 1 Hv'.A'Ci, 2019 

^FT. W. 443.— TWT ^TFUnr 1947 (1947 4T 14) # STITT 17 if H->4k 

itrnf Tnffa -u-mdPk, tt^ , afk se^t tt=t 3 ^ 7 % +4-4i-O % 144 n+1' 

3TPC 74% 4,44.1-4 % #4 3Epra' if 3lVjlRl4 f%4TC 4 4-4)4 -H<41 i 3f)4TlPl4 srf&TITW Tt% -4I4M4 

ipT#% %4T7 (4’4%4WT 28/2018) %t WTf%cT TT-ff | 4 t %-sfl 4 *K4k %t 23.01.19 %f 4TH 4 I 

[4". TET-42011/32/2017-344347 (44j)] 

TT%? sfteft, 7T f4%?FT 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 1 st February, 2019 

S.O.443. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 28/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the General Manager. 
Rashtriya Chemical & Fertilizers, Mumbai and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 23.01.19. 


[No. L-42011/32/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M. V. Deshpande, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/28 of 2017 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF RASHTRIYA CHEMICAL & FERTILIZERS 

AND M/S. AMEYA ENTERPRISES 

1. The General Manager [HR & Admn.)/CMD, 

Rashtriya Chemical & Fertilizers, 

Administrative Building, Chembur, 

Mumbai - 400 074. 

2. M/s. Ameya Enterprises, 

House No. 4, Shivmurat Chawl, 

Kajiwadi, Andheri, 

Mumbai - 400 099. 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 

The General Secretary, 

General Employee’s Association 
Tel. Rasayan Bhawan, 

Tilak Road, Dadar, 

Mumbai -400 014. 
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APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER 
FOR THE WORKMEN 


Absent 

Absent 


Mumbai, dated the 21 th December, 2018 


AWARD 

1. This is reference made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi vide its order No. L-42011/32/2017 - IR (DU) dated 02.06.2017. The terms of reference given 
in the schedule are as follows : 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Rashtriya Chemical & Fertilizers Ltd., Mumbai in not 
considering the date of birth of the following 4 workmen as per the Birth Certificate and School Leaving 
Certificate issued by the Competent authority for the purpose of retiring them from service as contract workmen 
presently employed through M/s. Ameya Enterprises, is just & proper ? ” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, both the parties were served with the notices. 

3. On going through Roznama it appears that the notices were served to both parties. However, the union has not 
filed statement of claim since long. Union remained absent. Therefore there is no statement of claim to substantiate the 
claim under reference. 

4. For want of evidence the reference is liable to be rejected with no order as to costs. 

ORDER 

Reference is rejected for want of evidence. 

Date: 21.12.2018 


M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 


14RWff, 2019 


+T. 3fT. 444.—3l1*!j)l4 + f4+TE srfSftfaTT 1947 (1947 +T 14) # 817T 17 % sfjhtw if VsS)4 +K+K 
in#<mi4Pl+ wtwfit, ^r, sfk srttt=i+441-0 %trwr% 14414+1' sflT 
+4+1-0 + sFjsfsr if 3iV4lRi+ if ht+r 3114114+ sifiO+Rw tt4 w rttfr % 
WE (4+4 297/2010) +T +7# |+Tf 4 R-T+K+TT 13.02.19 4 I 

[4\ ttr- 4201 1/29/2010-3Rf3HT (fpj)] 


New Delhi, the 14 th February, 2019 

S.O. 444. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 297/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Pune, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Director, 
National Chemical Labouratory, Pune and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government 
on 13.02.19. 


[No. L-42011/29/2010-IR (DU)] 
RAIENDRA JOSHI, Dy Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, FIRST LABOUR COURT, PUNE 
(Presided over by : Kalpana N. Phatangare) 


Reference [IDA] No.: 297/2010 Exh. No.: 101 

The Director, 

National Chemical Laboratory, 

Pashan. Pune - 411 008 


... First Party 
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AND 


Shri. Arun Sopan Nimhan, 

Near Datta Mandir, Sus Road, 

Shikshak Colony, Pashan, 

Pune - 411 021. ... Second party 

Appearances : 

Adv. Mr. Anil Kumar for first party, 

Adv. Mr. N. A. Kulkarni for second party. 

AWARD 


(Passed on this 16th AUGUST 2018 ) 

1) The present Reference is sent by Appropriate Government i.e. Government of India, Ministry of Labour through 
Under SEcretary for the adjudication over the demand of second parties that 

“How far the management of National Chemical Laboratory, Pune is justified in not regularising the services 
of the 28 workers (list enclosed) who joined as casual labourers and coverted to contract labour ? To what 
relief they are entitled to and from which date they are eligible for regularisation, continuity of sendee and 
back wages ? ” 

2) Brief facts of the 'Statement of Claim' Exh.:-5 are as follows 

It is submitted that second party workmen are working with first party without any break for the period varying between 10 
to 21 years. It is submitted that the second party workmen are working in different Departments of 'National Chemical Laboratory 1 [N. 
C. L. for sake of brevity] and most of them are initially employed directly by the 'N. C. L.' as a Casual or a Temporary and 
subsequently later on an intervening Contractor was sought to be introduced for the sole purpose to deny the permanency and 
regularisation to second party workmen. As a paper arrangement, second party workmen have been shown as the employees employed 
through a contractor, even - though a contractor is nothing but a name lender. The paper arrangement of a contractor remained in 
existence till 2006. After 2006 till date second party workmen are employed by the 'N. C. L.' and payment is also being made by the 
N. C. L. 

3) It is submitted that paper arrangement was made by floating a dummy contractor solely with a view to deprive the status and 
privileges of permanency to second party workmen, though they are working for substantially long period. The chart showing the 
continuous service put in by each of the second party workmen and nature of duties performed by said workmen is annexed herewith 
and is marked as an 'Annexure - A'. The said nature of duties primarily contains cleaning, sweeping and in respect of gardening etc. 

4) It is submitted that in the years 1990 and 1995 the 'N. C. L.' has floated a Scheme of regularisation of the services of the 
employees, in pursuant to directions given by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. But however, second party workmen have not 
been regularised in the services even till date though they are working for more than 12 years or so. It is submitted that 
some candidates were made permanent and were given benefits and status of regularisation though they are juniors to 
some of the second party workmen. Thus, the approach of N. C. L. is not only discriminatory but also high-handed. It is 
submitted that contract entered into between N. C. L. and with one M/s. Esses Enterprises is sham and bogus. The 
contract was entered into for which a stamp was purchased on 25.02.1993; whereas an Agreement was purportedly 
signed on 24.02.1993. 

5) It is submitted that second party workmen are in possession of certificate issued by the concerned Officers of N. 
C. L. and contractor has no role to play, except to come on last day of every month in order to collect wages from N. C. 
L. and disburse wages to second party workmen. There was no control or supervision of any nature from the Contractor 
on the work of the Second Party Workmen. In fact, all the tests, such as economic, organization, control and supervision 
are the tests made out by N. C. L. and not of a contractor. 

6) It is submitted that role of Contractor started in 1990 and most of the second party workmen were being paid 
prior to 1990 directly by N. C. L. The Provident Fund Contributions of second party workmen are also being paid by N. 
C. L. There is no control or supervision of any nature by contractor. In fact, the control and supervision was of officers of 
N. C. L. By keeping second party workmen as Casuals, Temporary and continuing them as casuals and Temporary for 
years together, N. C. L. has engaged into unfair labour practices under Section 2 (ra) of The Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 read with Item No. 10 of Schedule V of the said Act. 

7) It is submitted that second party workmen approached Central Administrative Tribunal (C. A. T. for sake of 
brevity) for seeking regularisation in services by filing Application bearing Original Application No.:- 189/2000. 
Thereafter, C. A. T. heard the matter and by its Judgment and an order dated 23.04.2001 dismissed the Application 
holding that the second party workmen should have approached to the Authorities under The Contract Labour 
(Regularisation and Abolition) Act, 1971 and C. A. T. has no jurisdiction to try and entertain the said issue. 
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8) It is submitted that being aggrieved by said Judgment and Order dated 23.04.2001 of C. A. T., the second party 
workmen filed a Writ Petition bearing Writ Petition No.:- 1770 of 2002 before the Hon'ble High Court of Judicature at 
Mumbai challenging the Judgment and the order dated 23.04.2001 of the C. A. T. The said Writ Petition came up for 
final hearing before the Hon'ble High Court on 13.07.2009 and the Hon'ble High Court was pleased to grant a liberty to 
second party workmen to raise an Industrial Dispute seeking regularisation and permanency of their services in the 
establishment of N. C. L. 

9) It is submitted that second party workmen, thereafter, raised a Demand by their letter dated 30.09.2009. 
Thereafter, N. C. L. appeared in the proceedings before Conciliation Officer and submitted that ther eis no employer - 
employee relationship between N. C. L. and second party workmen. Second party workmen submitted their Rejoinder on 
18.09.2009 to Conciliation Officer and denied that, there was no employer - employee relationship. It is submitted that 
N. C. L. is not an 'Industry' under Section 2 (j) of The I. D. Act, 1947. But it was pointed out that in a case of one 
Mr. D. M. Pillay and others in a Reference No. 46/2001, it was held by the Industrial Tribunal that, N. C. L. is an 
indusrty under Section 2 (j) of The I. D. Act, 1947. 

10) It is submitted that thereafter. Conciliation Officer recorded failure on 22.02.2010 and referred the matter to an 
Appropriate Government for a reference. In pursuant to notice issued by this Court, second party workmen are 
submitting the present 'Statement of Claim'. Therefore, it is prayed that may be pleased to hold and declare that the 
National Chemical Laboratory has indulged in unfair labour practices under Section 2 (ra) of The I. D. Act, 1947 read 
with Item No. 10 of Schedule IV of the said Act. Further it prayed that first party may be directed to make the second 
party workmen as permanent whose names are mentioned in Annexure 'A'. They be directed to give all the benefits of 
permanency to second party workmen after completion of their 240 days continuous service or after completion of one 
year as the case may be. Hence, prayed to allow the Reference. 

11) First party appeared and filed its 'Written Statement' vide Exh.:-7. At the outset, it is submitted that the present 
reference is misconceived and bad in law. This Court has no jurisdiction to entertain and try this reference as the first 
party is not an 'Industry' as defined under the provisions of The Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Reference is also defective 
as the employer of second party i.e. M/S. Essess Enterprises is not made a party to Reference. 

12) It is submitted that second party being engaged / employed by M/s. Essess Enterprises which was a registered 
contractor at the relevant time, cannot claim regularization in the service of first party as there is no employer-employee 
relationship between the second party and the first party. Second party was brought into the premises of first party by 
M/s. Essess Enterprises in capacity of license Contractor under The Contract Labour Abolition Act and first party is also 
having license as a principal employer under the very same Act. It denied that first party introduced contract system with 
the purpose of denying permanency of second party. 

13) It is submitted that appointment in the services of first party is based on selection process and there are rules and 
procedures of selection. Second party are seeking through their demand to subvert the selection process and seek 
employment through the back door. Second party is seeking abolition of a contract which is validly entered into between 
first party and employer of second party. 

14) It is submitted that second party are employees of contractor M/s. Essess Enterprises. The said contractor had 
undertaken various miscellaneous work of first party in the premises of first party. It is submitted that first party is 
governed by various rules and regulations made by Council of Scientific & Industrial Research under the Ministry of 
Science and Technology. The qualifications and other considerations for regular employment are specified in these rules. 
The second party cannot claim regularisation in the services of first party without fulfilling the criteria laid down for 
selection. 

15) It is submitted that N. C. L. is one of the constituents of National Laboratories under the auspices of Council of 
Scientific & Industrial Research (CSIR) with Headquarters at New Delhi. CSIR is an Autonomous Body registered under 
the Societies Registration Act, 1860. It is basically engaged in Research and Development of Chemical Science with a 
purpose to reach the benefits of programs of Chemical Sciences to the people. There are more than 700 permanent 
employees with it. The work of first party is not in the nature of business but is purely in the nature of scientific research 
for the welfare of the State. First party is not engaged in any business and it does not earn any profit. The purpose of 
activities of first party is to reach the knowledge of chemical science to the people of India. First party as a constituent of 
CSIR is established only to implement the objectives of CSIR. It is a non profit making body engaged in activities to 
supplement the sovereign activities of the Government of India. 

16) It is submitted that Central Civil Service Rules are applicable to employees of CSIR first party as such, the 
employees of CSIR and first party are akin to Civil servants. Employees of First party are of different categories. These 
categories are listed in the recruitment rules and are what is known as sanctioned categories. First party is governed by 
the directions of Government and as far as the recruitment are concerned, there is a direction as on today banning new 
recruitment due to which even permanent categories are not recruited. Apart from regular work, first party has 
miscellaneous work which is done through contract workers. The said work is not of regular nature and hence, the 
employment of contract workers. The contractors are engaged for miscellaneous work and their employees have no 
claim of any nature with first party. 

17) It is submitted that second party was initially engaged for such miscellaneous work by M/S. Deccan Industrial 
Services and thereafter by M/s. Essess Enterprises, Pune. They are employees of M/S. Essess Enterprises and they are 
paid their wages by the said contractor. 
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Second party cannot be compared with the daily wage workers of the first party who are conferred with temporary status. 
The service conditions of second party are governed by the rules applicable to contractor. Denying all the contentions 
made by the second party workmen, first party prayed to answer the Reference in the negative with cost. 


18) On the basis of facts and circumstances, issues are framed vide Exh.:-8. Those issues are for my determination. 
Those issues along with their findings and reasons thereon are as follows 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

1) Whether the second party is an 'Industry' .... Yes. 

within the meaning of Section 2 (j) of 

The Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ? 

2) Whether there is employer-employee .... Yes. 

relationship between first party and 

the second party ? 

3) Whether the second party is a workman .... Yes. 

within the meaning of Section 2 (s) of 

The Industrial Disputes Act ? 

4) Whether this Court has jurisdiction to .... Yes. 

try this matter ? 

5) Does the second party prove that first .... Yes. 

party has engaged in unfair labour 

practices under Section 2 (ra) of The 
Industrial Disputes Act, read with item 
No. 10 of Schedule IV of the Said Act ? 

6) Whether the second party is .... Yes. 

entitled to the reliefs as sought ? 

7) What Order ? Reference is answered 

Partly in affirmative. 

REASONS 

19) Perused documents filed along with Schedule and on the record. To substantiate his claim, second party 
examined themselves vide different exhibits and enclosed documents. The evidence is closed vide pursis Exh.:-95. The 
first party has examined its witness Mr. Rajashekhar Shivsharnappa Malge vide Exh.:-98. It closed it’s oral evidence vide 
Exh.:-100. Heard argument of both the sides. 

AS TO ISSUE NO.l TO 7 

20) All issues are interlinked with each other. Therefore, those are decided simultaneously. It is argued by Ld. 
Counsel Mr. N. A. Kulkarni on behalf of second party workmen that Central Government has sent this Reference to 
adjudicate. The Schedule is for regularisation and not for reinstatement of the second party workmen. For his 
contentions, he has relied upon Section 10 (4) of The I. D. Act, 1947. Section 10 (4) of The 1. D. Act, 1947 reads as 
thus:- 


Where in an order referring an industrial dispute to [a labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal] under this 
Section or in a subsequent order, the appropriate Government has specified the points of dispute for 
adjudication, (the Labour Court or the Tribunal or the National Tribunal, as the case may be), shall confine its 
adjudication to those points and matters incidental thereto. 


( 4 ) 
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21) It is argued on behalf of second party that Section 10 (4) empowers this Court to regularise the the 28 
employees i.e. second party in Annexure 'A' of this Reference. They were working with first party from 10 to 21 years 
without any break. First second party workmen were treated casual / temporary then told that they are working on 
contract basis employee till 2006. They were taken back in the employment of NCL. Thus, there was just a paper 
arrangement in respect of employment of the employment of second party. There was no break in the employment of the 
services of these workmen. They were doing gardening, sweeping, cleaning duties. 

22) Second party workmen stated that in the year 1990 and 1995 N. C. L. has floated a Scheme of regularization of 
services of employees, in pursuant to the directions given by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India. Thereafter, second 
party workmen approached Central Administrative Tribunal (C. A. T. for sake of brevity) for seeking regularisation in 
services by filing Application bearing Original Application No.:- 189/2000. Thereafter, C. A. T. heard the matter and by 
its Judgment and an order dated 23.04.2001 dismissed the Application holding that the second party workmen should 
have approached to the Authorities under The Contract Labour (Regularisation and Abolition) Act, 1971 and C. A. T. 
has no jurisdiction to try and entertain the said issue. 

23) Second party being aggrieved by said Judgment and Order dated 23.04.2001 of C. A. T., the second party 
workmen filed a Writ Petition bearing Writ Petition No.:- 1770 of 2002 before the Hon'ble High Court of Judicature at 
Mumbai challenging the Judgment and the order dated 23.04.2001 of the C. A. T. The said Writ Petition came up for 
final hearing before the Hon'ble High Court on 13.07.2009 and the Hon'ble High Court was pleased to grant a liberty to 
second party workmen to raise an Industrial Dispute seeking regularisation and permanency of their services in the 
establishment of N. C. L. 

24) Thereafter, second party workmen raised dispute before the Central Conciliation Officer. After failure of the 
same, the present Reference was forwarded for adjudication of the demands of the second party. It is argued by Ld. 
Advocate for second party that Section 2 (r) (A) was introduced later on. It is nothing but replica of The M. R. T. U. & P. 
U. L. P. Act, 1971 provisions. Employer will have to prove the genuineness or sham / bogus contract. There is not 
question of all being ever being impleaded M/s. Esses Enterprises. Employer has not shown produced any documentary 
evidence to that effect. Here is a important question that when first party is alleging that second party workmen are 
employees of contractor. But first party has not issued summons to the alleged contractor. 

25) Second party submitted that though the first party denying that it is an 'Industry'. But on behalf of second party, 
it is argued that the second party workmen were working for gardening, cleaning, sweeping etc. in the premises of first 
party. Therefore, second party workmen are not directly related to the work of the N. C. L. as a scientist. But they are 
doing miscellaneous work in the premises of the first party Company. Therefore, for atleast the work which second party 
workmen were doing, first party is held to be an 'industry' because second party were doing work in the premises of first 
party. Second party were examined themselves and they prayed for regularization of their services atleast from the date 
of this Reference. 

26) It is argued by Ld. Counsel on behalf of first party that N. C. L. is a Research Institute and involved in the 
chemical research. It is purely a organization of Government of India and doing sovereign functions. The service 
conditions of the employees working in the first party Laboratory are governed by Central Civil Service Rules applicable 
to it. These employees are public servants. 

27) It is argued by Ld. Advocate for first party that as per the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court's Judgment 
120 workers were regularized and rest were left out. As per the Reference Order second party workmen will have to 
answer that how far management of N. C. L. is justified in not regularizing the casual labours. Further it is argued that if 
the prayer clause of Reference is seen there is prayer of declaration of unfair labour practice whereas the Reference is for 
regularization of the second party workmen. Further it is argued that this Court cannot go outside the Reference Order. 

28) It is argued by Ld. Advocate for first party that he is agitating mainly on the point that as the N. C. L. is doing 
sovereign functions of Government of India it cannot be said as 'Industry' as defined under Section 2 (j) of The Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Further the second party workmen are employees working on contract basis as there is prescribed 
procedure for the recruitment of the employees of the N. C. L. and for miscellaneous work there is contract system. 
There is also no existence of employer - employee relationship between first aprty N. C. L. and Second Party Workmen. 
The present matter is filed under The I. D. Act, 1947. It is filed for regularization of the second party workmen whereas 
the prayer of Reference is for declaration of unfair labour practice. 

29) It is main contention of Ld. Counsel for first party that the first party N. C. L. has taken objection that 
miscellaneous work in the premises of first party is done through contract basis. Employees like second party workmen 
were doing work of cleaning, sweeping, washing etc. through contract basis and there is no direct relationship between 
first party and second party. He further relied on the admission given by the witness Mr. Valmiki - Second party that he 
has given every information to his Ld. Counsel. 

30) In view of above said discussions, it can be seen that second party workmen were taken as casual employees. 
Thereafter, they were taken on contract basis for miscellaneous work. These employees are not directly taken for work of 
research, therefore, there is no question about whether first party N. C. L. is an 'Industry' or not due to work done by 
second party workmen. Through this second party workmen, N. C. L. was doing systematic activities, with the help of 
these second party workmen. Hence, there is no doubt about its status. First party has not taken much objection regarding 
the regularization of the second party workmen. 
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34) In view of discussions made herein above issue Nos. 1 to 6 are answered in the affirmative. Thus, the reference 
deserves to be allowed for the regularization of the second party. In view of peculiar circumstances of the matter, parties 
to bear their own costs. In view of said findings, in answer to issue No. 4, following order is passed : 


ORDER 

1) The Reference is answered in the affirmative. 

2) It is hereby declared that First Party is an 'Industry' within the meaning of Section 2 (j) of The Industrial disputes 
Act, 1947. 

3) It is hereby declared that second Party is a 'Workmen' within the meaning of Section 2 (s) of The Industrial 
disputes Act, 1947. 

4) It is hereby declared that this Court has jurisdiction to try and entertain the present Reference. 

5) It is hereby declared that first party N. C. L. is engaged in unfair labour practice and it is directed to desist from the 
same. 

6) It is hereby directed to the first party that it should regularize the services of all the second party workmen from 
date of filing of Reference. 

7) Parties to bear their own costs. 


DATE 16.08.2018. KALPANA N. PHATANGARE, Presiding Officer 

PUNE. 

MIM 


Argued on 

10.08.2018 



Judgment dictated on 

16.08.2018 



Judgment transcribed on 

20.08.2018 



Judgment checked and signed on 

21.08.2018 


14 7w4, 2019 


3TT. 445.—sfj4) Pi 4 1947 (1947 TT 14) HT-CT 17 % 4 44)4 FR4K 
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(w44wr 37/2012) 4r wrf4cr *4)4 4 -dm < 4r 28.01.19 4t w fg 4 1 

[4. Eg-40012/98/2011-3JTWF (fpj)] 


77% 444, w Pt^fe 

New Delhi, the 14 th February, 2019 

S.O. 445. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Jaipur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Chief Post 
Master General Jaipur and Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 28.01.2019. 

[No. L-40012/98/2011-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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RRR TOTOTR sftRlRcfJ 3TlSrcF>^TJT tR SFT TOTTOTOTO, uTTOTJ? 
RRR.3TTiR. UTO-TOI R. 37/2012 

TOTOIHlt? ?c[441 

RstRR RRroR 


1. TOTOclRR 9/51 ^ Rumm fR?, TOTTO —hmiRi 

TOTTOT TOeTTTOT fReTT TOTR-aiT? 

2. RRRR Rq fR?, RlTO dTOKT TO TOT?, 

TOTTOT TOScft, fRe? RlTOTTO TOTTTOTFT 

3. ?T?TTO fR? TJ51 Rf R? fR? TOTS TO. 4, TOTTO TOTOTR TOTO? 

TOfRR/T TOTTO?? TOTOReTTTO ...TOT#?? 

TOTOTTO 

1. TOR? R? ?RT ?RfTO, RwiRW Rfqr R???, 

3RTITOT TOR, mtcRRni Rfe, TO^ Reeff 

2. RfTOT TOR? TORS? TORRel, ?TTOR-a,TTTO TOfRel RffR?, 

T-KTOR TOfe! TOFf, Rf-?RfTO, TOTTOJ? 

3. TORS TORS? TORRel, ^RR-a-lFT 'HR>cH 3TTfR?, 

TOR TOTfel TOFf, Rf-?TO>fTO, TOTTOJ? ...3TTOT#TO1 

vJmR®RT :— 

TORff TO?t ??TOT R : Rf 3RFTO TOFft — 3TfRTOTTOTOT 

3TETTsff cf?r cl';9) R : Rf TRT. TRT. TOTOTTO — 3TfRTOTTOTOT 

TOTOTTO 

RTOTO 18.01.2019 

1. TOT?? TORTO? R SRI TO? RtoPTR TOTOTePT gRl Rdl-h 9.2.2012 Rf RfRlRl?) f^cfTO 3TRfRfTOTO R) TOT? 10 (l) cl 2 
(3?) R 3TTOpf? Pl?l(R? RfRjfRlT (4419 ?? 3TfR?T?? ct/f ?P?fR? (RtoT TOT I" Whether the action of the management 
of Chief Post Master General, Raj. Circle, Jaipur has violated the provisions of Section 25 F of the ID Act, 1947 in case 
of Shri Narpat Singh & others (Shri Khiv Singh And Datar Singh), Security guards while terminated their services w.e.f. 
1/04/2011 ? Whether it is legal and justified ? What relief they are entitled to ?" TOfRpFT Rf if? Pl4? (441 TOT fR 4 
3FPf TOT4 TO 3 tRT 4)2RT ?? 3TRrTORT R TOST 15 fR?? Rf 3T?fR R TRrJcT ?R I Rdld) 1.6.2012 Rf TOT#TO? 4 3Fpf 
?R TO 3 tRT4T2RT TOTOcJ? fR?, (RuiR TOfgTRT ?2? ?? 5ITOT 11 

2. TOT#TO? Rf fRraff TORPTT 2 RRt TORS TORS? TOFReT TORSTFT T-flRel TORT?/ gRT Rt?RRR TOfR R TO? TO? 
Rdlch 1.8.2010 R 200 TOPPf StRiR? RpT TO hIRsI* R RRRfcl fR? TOTT I TOT#?? TOT RpT HlRf4> fR? vJTTcTT 
tot 1 to R^R? fRRf RrRror RTOTcrRr R Rfj toRt sfr i 3 TRtiRRf f4ror 3rRfRm 1947 (f^Rr 3 tfJ to 3rRfRm wt 
topRit) ^ M q?r qf^TRn 4f to#tot afR f4roft Rrttto) toipt ^ rRtot 3 tocT 1 1 f^roaft 4 TOftroT tot 

f4ro ^ TORT TORI To Tj4 ^TOT f4^ Rdich 1.4.2011 ^ #0 Rl TOT f^TO Tqj 3f%r t I T1T#TOT ^ f^TOaft ^ Rffeh 

TO Rffeci R4 to #0 4f tort #4 toi^ rRtot Rttotii ttt#tot 4 1.8.2010 ^ 31.3.2011 tot 

Rrrr tl4i TO7 f^roaft ^ 3TtfFT 240 R-i ^ 3 tRt 4 t to 4 (4>4i ^ 1 f^roaft ^ TO-ftroT cht >4l<41 ^ tort ^ to? to? 

toRcRTT TOT R]/STT— hl4 ^ TO TO RljjRcl 4t %, (ch-cj TTTsffTOT TOT TOtif 3RRR -Tit Rill I TOsfTTOT TOT R cTT t/TO TO? TO 

totRto f 4 ro, ? toiRto 3 toRt to 4 trt f 4 ro tor ? fl rr 4 i to ^totcitot f 4 ro 1 toRtot 1.4.2011 Rtrtor 1 1 fRrafl 

4 3tRiRrft Rr £TRT 25 TO, «?t, ?TO TRT TJcf RfTOT 77 ? 78 TO TORTO RTOT t I TO?: TO#TOT Rj RTOTO 1.4.2011 TfT 

Rr M /RijjRci tot toRt dd'iiai toR ?&? ttrRtot tot tor? tort to Rto Rr Rtor?tt R toto i.4.2011 ti pRfi 

if feRTT TOl4 I 

3. RtoRtoT Rr TOR TrfcfroaR 3 If? TOTT TOTT t fR TOT TOTTeRT gRT ?? R?T? TORtRrITOT TOTOcT TOTTOR 
■4 to TOTT 11 TTT#TOT TOT R?affTOT R RttoIR/I TOfi TO TO Rr^ff R^Rd TOR? R RiflRf? f%TO, TO #T TOR 
toRtoT ?^ I 3TRRTOTO R 3TTOFfcT TOT#TTO qsfT RroaffTOT a#f?T TO RifRTTOT TO?1 toRtoRTT R toR 3lR t I Tn#TOTO 31 . 7.10 
TOT TORS TORTO TORRTO TOirfTOTO R TORaTTOT R RR ?2TT RRTOT 3TgRr RtoTT fR R.TOT.TO.TOT. toRtoto R TOtoR R?t 
TOTTTOT TO R t TOTOT Rtoft TOTOfTOTO toRto Rr TOTOaTT czrcRSTT RtotoR toRR ?rt tortR TOT TOT t, TO? TOT RtotoR 
TOTOR.T TOT ?f TOT TOT 200 TOTOtR toRRto R RtTO R RtRTO^TOTO tRRT TO ?tR TOTTOsRRR tRr? TO TOTOT feRTT 
toRi TOTOTOTcT ^feRT TO?tRRtot ?RtoR R ^7aTT TO?R TOTOeRTO TOR TO RR?TO fRTOT TOTOT I TOtoR ?RT ?RtoR 
TOTOeRTO TOTOtR R TOT? toRtoT TO?T RTOT TO?: TOR? R ?R I ?? TTTOTR RraffTOT R ?fR sR? ?tR ?R fRifT I TORTO? 
Rf R^R? fRR toto? TOfRroT R RrorogTOR ?R Rf M I totRtot R RtoR? tot R 240 Rto totR toR fRroT 1 totRtoto 
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RiheiR R anR et w ft ff eR i FTrfRR eRR eR eR e^ i arfRfREE R wm ftt eetth et errg eR fR, stct 

FTFT fRTTE fRET 4lR I 

4. ET#WT R 3l(rlR4c1 ETEE ETTJE EkR fT ElRoN R fRR eR ETEEf El EETE FETET t 3ffr EF FTFT t fR 

arftifREE R sheete eeeee et eii^ fiR R i ttts^T j i u i eR wcRi fRR wR R erh ettt 25 fet, Rf, eet tie w 

TTTaKT KM 11 SET: FTFT TRETK fRET FTtR I 

5 . ET#TK R 3TeR TTTaE R FTER fRfF, Rfc|R-R ^cf ETEE fRfF R TTEEEE ETTJE ER EefT#tE TTTaE Rf ETTJE E?f 1 

6. fRraffEK Rf EH R TTTaE R RfFfEF ^Re afTTTR, ETTEfcTE 3T?ffaTET El ERffRE fRET EET I ReIE> 4.1.2019 
El EHEEaT Rf FFTT TjRf ERf I EgEEET fRFTE arfRHTEET ETsff R F^ ETRET-EE ETEE ER EF TjfRfE fRET fR ETsff 

TffFfffF Rei[Rert Rf ang er er ^w 11 FTTfRR arfRERE fttt etR R arfRHTEET eR ftt ttert R eRtRe ehrt 
ettje erR w Rt^t Ret eet i f^t Rt^t R airmen R Reef 8 . 1.2019 eR epR RRRR R anrRf weRRt R ehrt 
tftft anHR ettR, Re ettR eet tR^ct ReR gfRrrr Rrfrf eR ReetR ^et eejct Rl, RieRI RRRRet arfRRrsr et 

TtR Erf t I ETsfi RRRR R TTTTE2T EF T5T t HTlRf WeRR 10.9.1954 1 1 ?TT ETEE Rf gfR ETrff FTTT ETTJH 
eRtR Tf Frfff 11 ?TT EETR EF EEtRtE FT FTTHT t fR ETsff RRRR TTErfREaT Rf 3TT§ ETt ETT W FEE 11 

7. RETET 4.1.2019 E5t RR EEEEST R EEFR RRR eR T[R, WSE W eRRRtE RtET EET ETRtEE Rt EH R 

w^ct RR eR RfetRet RRfeet R etRe RR et eee Ret i 

(1) (2014) 15, S.C.C. 313 ETEET TgETT ETeT EETE R.TE.TE.FeT. E 3EE 

(2) 2015 eft TP (s.C.) 357 RReTW EETE eRe STTET TTETEETE 

(3) 2006 (ill) ^Nd.STR. 571 Re.R.) ETRe fRw EETE FTT.R.R.Efr.R. EERet, eRw 

(4) (2003) 6, S.C.C. 528 EKE tR fRR^E) felRRg EETE eRe STTET tj.R. e 3EE I 

8 . eRRpt w ef eR t Rt eeeR RRee) stRet R 1.8.2010 R 31.3.2011 eet ^^§tt efR R ee ee Ret R 
etet an 1 ftt E 2 E Rt gfe REafPFT gKT wR Rt eR eRtR (A.C.G.- 17 ) R ftR 11 eiRRft R Rker ReejRe R 
■>jR 243 Re ResTIwt R 3 t?Re 014 Ret i ReRpkt R 1.4.2011 eR eeRek eR Ret eR^ RtRet, RtRet— Ree fR 
eRtek RR Ret R fft Ret i eeRR etR 1 e u t eR etef ske fteetR eR Ret R Rtet eet eRRft eR eR^ 3 tRtete 
eR Ret i ef ReR arRfREE eR ekt 25 fe>, RR, eet fREE 77 e 78 w eke eeRhe feRR 1 1 

9 . Rfte arfRETEET RraREE R ef etft t Rr et#wt eR fteetR R ETerar ftR eR 3teRt eet R fRR eRReet 
ete R RfRET ReeRR R tft R ttet et, wRR fRtetR eecke etRRft eR Ret ttetft ft eR 1 tffRR tRetk 
fRET t fR et#wt eR et'R eRRe, RtRe R?te araiET RRek w gEETE eR fRET eet eeRR etRee eR feR eR 
eR eR 1 

10 . EEEEST R EeR R fREK R EFETE F^l TTEKE R (Rh(R(R|E (RekRe fR^ EEKE t :- 

(1) EET EtReE 3TfRfREE eR HTTT 2 (FTT) R SPeRe EtRetR EET 3TETREE ETTT 2 (RR) R 3TEHfE fREKTET 

t ? 

( 2 ) eet etRft R Ret tR fetR ettR eR fcrfR 1 . 4.2011 eet tjeeR 12 RR°ft ettt eR e>mn[R R 3tet#wt 

R 3tRRe 240 Re tR 3tRtet ettR (Rei R ? 

( 3 ) EET 3TET#EE R ET#EH eR 1.4.2011 R ReTEEE EkR 3tRe ReR eR EET RRfREE eR ETTT 25 

RR 3rRaTTgrFT fttefe wf w 3 TEWE eRR fRET eet see ceReeR eR (RRRie ekR R tjR eiRRee 
eR Ret R tteR Rg eRfite RR tei(Re eRR fRET ? 

(4) argRfE :- 

EHEEST R EeR, TE5E, fRfRET ETfRlTEf EET fRREET fRfR R fRREE R EETTET wRet fR^ ET fRfR?EE F^ ^EETT R I 

11 . fRF tttftt 1 :- arfRfREE RR ettt 2 (ftt) R 3tetRe etRetr R Ret teRe arfRRE R eR fRrff eRft R 
EtR ET ETfRRffRET R fRR eRR ^I|RRe> (TgEeT ET ap|Eer, EEtRReR, felfRERE ET eRRskRe) ettR ekR R feR 
[RRRie 1 1 etRRee R 3teR arfifEER e tese R ef eft t fR eR ReR R RteRRR) etR R ef et 1 . 8.2010 R 
200 TFlR EfRfRE ET RfT R ErfRrET TFT R (RRRlE fRET I fRrsftEH R 3TER EfrPEET tR R FTT ese eR ef 
EFFTT tRetk fRET t fR ETRREH EeR ETTEfeTE 3TRRSTET R fRR F 200 TFtR EfRfRr ET ^TSTT EFR R TFT R ETtR 
ekR w etetf fRET i fe etetf eR fRraff R ef efek tReet fRET t fR etRee eR fte eet RheiR eecrh eR 
ft ftR ef eet efRe^em fR feR aiiFriElRRi RfRirr et etet Rtet i eR fRTR fR^fRr anRFr R (RRRie eR fRET 
ETI EF TlfRFT EffRET If R I 

12 . arfRfREE R "EtReET" eR Rr EfRlTET Rf E# t, ETtR EF TW EK fRET EET t fR fREKTE R fREEPT 
3TfR"cEEF 3TEFT EeTlRcT fRRf Rf TFT R FT, EfR fRTR eRRe R fRRf EETE R ElR 3T2TFT MlRcilRlET R fRR EfR 
EnRfRET ettR fRET t Rf ff eRRt etRetk Rf fRet i f^t fRRrar fRrfR R f#ee, ^fR fRraff fttt 200 tftR RRfRE 
Rf FT Tf ^T5TT EFR R TFT R 1 . 8.2010 R RffRET TlfRFT R ailEK ET RfT R TtR eR EET 1 . 8.2010 R 31.3.2011 EET 
eR 200 tftR EfRfRE eR FT R ETfREfRET ET EEETE Rf fRET EET I TTTaE R ET^E eR ERf A.C.G.-17 TTffFf R Rf 
ef E 2 E eetRte FfET 1 1 fRraff R TTiaff eifpef 3tteR R anrRf EfRrRaE R ef tRietr fRET t fR EiRfwT 
eR EFrgRf ■gEEFT R TEFE.T R fRrTE FTTT R?T eR eR TTffR TTR t EET A.C.G.-17 EfRTE R EPEE R Rf ^EcTTE ET 
fRrTE Ret t, ff ttR 1 1 fRrRf eR ef t-ReiR (Ra f^ sfR tee^ § Rl a ettR t fR fRraffE^T R EiRfEnT Rf ^grarr 

EfR R TFT R ETfrfRET ettR ETTFTET RiThR EfrfETeT TFTFT 200 TFTR hRRh Rf FT R ETfRarfRET W EEETE Rf fRET I 






[Tie II-RTO 3(ii) ] 


TORT TO TOTTO : eiff 30, 20T9/fte 9, 1941 


1315 


fftrsffTOT e#R TOR ft TOT? fft-TR ft 3 T#te arffteft# ft 1 ?e 5 lfR RaffTOT TO TO%R ft[R 3 Tk f^TOSft TO Pl#Mcb 
fttR Rae ft Iftftee ft RTTfftcT fttR t 1 

13. fftg TORT 2 :- RaffTOT ft 3Teft TOiae ft TO TOC ffteT t fft 1.8.2010 ft 31.3.2011 TO? TOfttft fftffftTe? ft 
3T?fte ftRRR TO^ ffteT # RR ge ftRR TO 5 ft# 3TTOTO1 e#t fcTOTT I ge RT?R TOt^ 240 ffte ft 3Tf#e? TOft ffteT #1 
RaffTOT ft TOTTOT ft RTfftcT A.C.G.-17 TO#?# ft 3TeftteR ft (ffte# fftrsffTOT ft TOae ft e#t #RT effe?R eR# gg 
eft# 7TOTOT e#t ffteT #) TO cTR eTR #TR t fft RaffTOT eft 1.8.2010 ft 31.3.2011 TO? ftt 3Tef# TO gff Rfftrffte? 
R#e? to ft TOjft fffeef to geRe ffteT w 11 fftftr ftr ffte ft Rfftrffte? ftr efttcil eft ftt e# 11 ge fftefft ft 
RaffTOT TO TOT arefft ft ffteCR e?T#TOT #TR RRffteT ftcTT 11 TOft ffteet ftt eTTOTR TOft TO 1.8.2010 ft 31.3.2011 
TO? e?cT 243 ffte eefftxT #tft t I ge RT?R RaffTOT gRT arffffffee ftt TOT 25 ft ftt arffangTOT TO# ftcTT ft gCT# 
to# ftt fftfft 1.4.2011 ft greff# 12 ftftnro tot ftr errorf# ft arRaffroT ft arffte 240 ffte ft arffte? (243 ffte) ftt 
ffteCR ftcTT ffteT TOR ft TOae ft RTTfftcT #IR 11 

14 . fftg TORT 3 :- RaffeR ft 3 TRt TOae ft TO TOT t fft fft#TTOT? ft f#R ftt# TOTOT gR# TO ffteT fftftt g# 
RJTOTT ft TO# 1 . 4.2011 ftt ftcTT ft 6CI (ftill | TO#tft fftetTOT? ftt ge: ftcTT ft ftft #g Ra#R TO ft fftft (ft-g TO# ft#T 
ft efff feRTT TOT I ge# fftftftcT fftrftTOT ft TO "TOT # fft ftfft RaffTOT ftt ?TO ftlTOT# TOTcTR #t TO# ftt 3 Tefft TO? 
TO# TOft #g TOT TOT an, #TTOTT# ftt ftmft TOT #tft #t RaffTOT TOT: ftcTT ft TO eft, ge TO?R TOlftt eroft e#t 
ftt e# I fftgTe arffteRe? fftrftTOT ft TO TOT # fft 1 . 4 . 2011 ftt RaffTOT ftfft effftre? efftgT TO g# RJTOT ft 3TRTR 
TO ftcTT ft TO eft ft gefft# ftftfftTO TOT 25 TO ft SPcfftcT efffg TO# ftt 3 ?gRcTR ffteT TOR ffffftxT 3 Tftfft?T e#t 
ae i ft ftftero to# # #t Rafter ftt e ftt ftt# etffte ffter eer, e ftt fttffte aref?# to ftee ffteT tot earr Tnaftre 
ftt TOftt efftro ftt eftt fftro ero i 

15. TOTO ft TORT fftftee ft RTOTRT TO Razr TOTO TOT ft TOTTfftcT fttcTT t fft TTTaffee ftt fftefttTOT ft 1.8.2010 ft 
31.3.2011 TOT? TJTOTT TOft ft TOT ft 200 TOT# ftcrffte ftt TO ft fttfftie? TOT ft (ftftRtie ffteT aTT f^T RTOT fftfttfftcT 
#tft ft TOTTOxT TOftTOT ft fftefttTOT ft 3Tffte 243 f#R TOT? fftTOTR fteTTO TOTO TO# fft?TO TO efrTTOeT ft TOffteffte? 

tor fftro i tot eror TOftroT eeftt ftro ft tot# to# ftt fftf# ft ^cicift tot eft ftt TOenef# ft 240 ffte ft arffte? 
fftroxR fter e?r ^ft ati ^TrfcT# ffteaftroT eRT efft toAtot eft 1.4.2011 ft fter ft eftt ero eTrer eTfftjcr a,n ftt 
3 Tfftfftror eft erre 25 (to) ft Tneenef ft 3 Rrofte ftcftt ft fft# ^ftroe ^iftt to eerofe ffteT eneT arffter# an 1 tot 
wt ft to efftft ftt ?jf#e? fftfftr?T ttott eT TO erw eft toto# to ■gecne ean to#T ft toto #e 15 ffte ft afkm 
ftee ft gee effterr to geroe fftfftcr to 3 rftfft?r an, ftt ftft^e em ft fftrafTOT ere e#t ffteT eeT 1 1 tot earo-ee? 
ftftg^e ft fftraftee ere strt 25 (to) ft eTemet to eeftee fft?eT eneT eeTfftcr #tm 1 1 fftrsfRnn eft to 
ftfteeftffte ftt t fft eftrft gran TOfftff eft eft# efftron g#t eftt eer# eeffft #tem# enersT ftt e# ft nan TOft# 
ft emr ferer en tot an 1 tot totr to tor ft fft Tnaftee ftt fter ft tot# erne fftraftFT ft nrfftre (ft gen fttft eftt 
ceffte eft eanr ftergro ero# ft fftee to eTere eftt ffteT 1 fftraftroT ft Tnaftee ft m (ft Red see TOfftret (fttneft) 
eft gran TOft ft tot ft (ft gen e?eft ft g#, ftergee fft?# e# maffee eft (ftgfftn ft nrfftmTe ftt eftt ffter 1 tot ee?R 
ffteaftroT ft 3rf#fftee etrt 25 (gn?) (eft) ge (ge) ean nrfftfftee ft anrofn eft fftee 77 e 78 ft snftTOene? nreEnftt 
to TOetee fft?en 

16. fftro; efron 4 ereftte eretro eneTcre ft fft#e enTrogeR ftfer eern error totr fftee fftrfftfts e see ft 
to ero t fft? srfftfftr g# eteT emfftr eeTfftcr fttft to g# ^ne efte fteT ft fftroeron ge geronee ge? enene fftee 
ft ean totto fftete e?eft eTft eaie?R eft ?roeft sreeTeroee? efftfftarfftftt eft eeTfftcr e?ron ftro 1 tot fftefft ft 3 rffte?roT 
eft tottot gftnn, eaftf to ffteR ft rtottot (ft#e>i(fte?R to tot te e?ron eTf## 1 

17. ereftte e-^ne Rieide ft ftt fttfttneR eern eftc efttn? TORane ft fftfte ft to enfeete ffteT ft fft 
3rf#fftee eft erro 25 (gn?) (ftt) ge (ge) ft snftTOree? meene# to TOnere e?eft gg TOeft# erro eftero eft fteT 
roeiror fft?eT tort fftf# eft gfe ft gR ft 1 

is. ereftte tot Renere ft " fftroro fteT eft fftftffte emft gg to e?ro ft fft fftroro fteT ft erorof fteRenfftr 
eft ferf# ft gfteftt 12 eT? eft erefft ft 240 ffte eft fteT ft ft 1 

19 . tot fftf#e? fftarfer ft to enfefte tort fttm ft fft 3rf#f#g# fteRrerfft to to TOnffte fttft to era# eft g# 
eergft roffte fteT ft fftroeron ge? tottr fftee arroe ft fft?^g tot?tot ft ea#f ge nfftftarfrrftt ft strr to erffterroT 
nft to RTf#e? fftfte?Tf#e?R arroe ftt tort ft fft to fteT ft gro-aftne ft roiar eergft ffterer# enft eT ffte?RT ft 
gergror effteR totr errft ft fterfftre? argftte to gfftegee eftane eR roft 1 

20. maften ft anrft erft afk eRarrof ft to ero ft fft 1.4.2011 ft are ee? ft ftftereR ft 1 arRer e?ftt to ftt 
fftftteR ft eftt ft afte eft eft# fterfftre? e?r# eftt ffter erer ft 1 fftesfren ft eerfft to erm ft fft? maffeR to to 
e?aR eeR ft fft? ft ftftenR ft 1 fft?^g eeae ft etroe ffteaftroT ft to ctr neiftror eftt fft?eT ft fft maftroT eft e?ftf 
arRR ftetene? fft#RR » ftr eeT ftf 1 

21 . maft nrore tftft ft areft nfftefftann ft fteTgffte ft ere rote ft er# ft roiar tor e??ft gg to ftt ero ft fft 
eroro mRciiRe> rorat 100-150 roeft efcrffte ft, fft^g rofe ft Rrftffte? tot ft error gn earn ftr# gg ftt totto to 
e??R fft 2011 ft 3R ee? e#e?ft ftg e?t# eeie eftt ffteT e ftr fftftf ft ftereR to atgfttT ffteT, arfftroreftte e 
arroreTffte? totr ft 1 Raff to to e?aR to eerfR ft fft eT ftr to arroe e?aR eR tot ft arann to eftroro tot rtot 
ere 3n#rrf#e?T TOnfte ft efft arfftroe? tot ft 1 Raff eiciKRrft ft eerfft eee rrt emft ft rirt e?ron arte 3 rtrto 
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Tim 4f4cT fc&TTT t ftTR 4ft^ T3eeR4 RTlft 3T4ft 47ft 4> 3rfft4iaT4 ft 4ft1 fftlRT ft1 srf^TEmmf 4? 37474 ft ftrft 

hIRaIch tttsr fftrft wit fftmTTftEr t i 4iaff ^ftR-fu ft uft ?Efti ft Rfttft ft 5 4 15 fftr mi rtrt #tt 

ITT % 250 TERft 4 325 TERft yfclRd TEE t fftel TTlft 4?f '’ftlcEK'lRhl 4ft 11 ?TT f/aifcr ft 4U Rt4>Ricr fftlRT 4R 

TT477R t fftl RTafrER ff STcRRR T34eT34 4ft UR 4ft^ 44T477 47 ftlRrft l^WT "Tiff 4ft 4 iff TO$f «74 TRETR 44 

wfpT 417ft UR 3R4ftfft44 \3yiftd fftlRT | 

22. 4Taff Tsfl'ciRn^ 4TgU TTTS4 4> 3TiefTT 4T 'RHlPiHRVl 4ft 3T7g cRT 4TT 417 g44 t UaR 4ET fttftl 4iaff4H ft 3T4ftl 
mg cfu crazr vicsitiiRd fr Rft) 1%TTT f | 47afrFT ft 4lft 4> 3 tRrE 5RT 4 7RS4 mrar 44 if T-fr 744 4?1 3T7g 44 T3eeR4 
4ftf fftiRT | 4U 7E44 t fftl 44 ufftl TI#fRT 1 % 3T4ftf 44Tfft4fftT ftl fft4iU ft FT I 

23. 4U (ftcllfftcl 4lff ft fftl RiaffuH ftfft4l ftc74 fttftt ^gR 4U4 4> 774 ft 44T ft 74 4ft 4 I RTafftpR 4lt 

fft4s?RFT ft ufRRift 4ft merajm urft 4ft 3T4fft (4f ffti 3rf%4?r aft ) ft? fftrR 44T ft fftiRT &ri ru tw ft ffti 
RTafrFT 4ft (ftgfftcl fftRSftMT 4T7T fftfftcT 4RR 4fW rr 3757T7H 417ft UR 4ftf 4ft 4ft aft | SRwrR f ffti 

RTaftRTR Rift TER ft fftrft ullft TRET ftf ft 44T ft 4ft?7 4ft 37fftl4I774 3T7g ftfRTT 4ft 4R 4R g4 ftf | RTsftRiR ft 474 243 
fft4 4ft ePg 3T4fft ft ftf 4ITft fftlRT ft I HH-fti| ^4OH mRTTeRT ft ftftrift^ ferfftft^ 44TR H4WR mft 

2018 ReT.W.^lR. 1285 4> fft^ftr ft 4? 3lfftFTcT cRRH fftl4T t 4ft 4Tlfft 3Tfftfaftjft ftcRgfftd rr rrr m RTEReR 4ft 
^ftft4l 4ft TT4T ft fftTRRcR 4 g4TaftlT4 TRT4cT 4R4T t fftl^ 4? «4T4 ft TSlft fftl ^#f4l R4I 3TI4>R+I4> TT5T44I 

ift 44 4R TJ4> 4ft 4ft eT^ 3T4fft 4> fftft ftt ftf4T ft T5T t I ^#EE 44 ft4T ft gET-aftw 44 31Tft?T ftftftRRjft 4^ t, 

4T4 RIP 5?cT 4fft4R 94RT ?I4R TRlft ffteT414T iftftcT 11 ?TT fft^f4 i> cTaftf ^ 3T4TTR 4fft4l 4ft 3Tfftfft44 4ft tTRT 

17 (ft! ) 41 3TRlftcT HlRlcE ft?T4 -4Tfft4I 4>l4c|lftl i> eR44 ftRET fftfttmE 4RT f^4T 4R4T TUT a,R | 

24. HM-ftil WI4 ufft4RR I34R RTT4TeT4 ft 3T4ft fft^f4 TT4fftl?T4 44RT ftWftftl TrfftpEEft, TftnftTR^ftr fftTRT, 2018 

Rer.ReT.31TT. 253 ft 4U 4Ff4?f4 fft4T t fftl R4 4fft4l ftfft4l ftTRRTRfr UT, fft4M4 fftfftcl 4f%4T 4> TTgTiq 4 UT R4 

ft4T 4ft 3T4fft eTg UT eft, 4lft44T 4ft ftcRgtftd 3lft4 fttft 4T ftt 4ft R4IRR4 4frT4R 44 44cR4 44RR ciaftf R 

Rfftfftrfcrftr ^ stmt rt fftm m TT44R 11 

25. 3Tfftfft44 4ft 4TTT 11 R 4? 3ErlftcT UTT 3Tfft4RR 4ft TT4T ft fftTRRTR 4 g4cR4 4> T-aTRT 4T Rfftfftarf^ 

SlgTiq 3E4 4ftlf 375414 4474 4Rft 4ft TrfftcTRT 44RT t I 

26. 44^44 TRS 4 4 fftfft "ft fftft44 "ft 375 TTR ft HTaffR^T 4ft ^ftftFT 4TTT 4ft 4lf ft4T TTRTfftl 4 ft STfftfftgft 

44Tfft?T 474ft fR ftf ^r R4RR 4ft fftfftR4 4fftR-a7fftftt 4 ft ^feRcT TTlft |R RTafrlR 4 ft Tl4T ft RRf^ftl TTfftcT 

54T-aftfftcT 4Rft $ T-a774 4T R4I4R4 4fr(4R fft4T 4TT4T mftrfftcT R4 fftfft gft TRTfTcR 

37lft4T 

27. 3RT: RiafrRT 4TTT 4TgcT 4Tft i> 3Tfft4ia74 4ft 3RfftR4l TI4 T1 TftPER 4Rft fR fftRSflMT 4TTT 1.4.2011 4ft 

RTafrFT 4ft, 4ft 4^ #R TTRTpft 4ft 3Tfftfft44 4ft &TTTT 25 (RR!) (4ft) R4 (R4) cTaTT fft44 78 4> 4fft4jeT fttft ^ 3TftsR 

■ftftftcl fftlRT 4R4T t| UTT ft475fftvT i> Sifter ftfft 4? 44TT4T 7pft4I Riaff TRlft 1,00,000/- (T4ft R4I eR74 4T4) 

fftRSftRR ^ R4I4RcT 4fft4R eft T4T ft 4R7T 4Rft 44 3Tfft[4l7ft t I 

28. TRTRItT 4fft4R ftt 4TU 4ft 3T4fftr ft fftRSfPRT 4TTT RiafrlR 4ft gRclM fftiRT 4TTft sr^TaR urt Rjfftr 44 RiafrlR 
9 RfrRTcT 4Tfft4l 4ft 4T ^ ^T14T ftf 4TET 4Rft ift 3Tfft44/l fttft I 

29. 4414 cEEJTRT 4Tf/cT fftlRT 4R4T 11 m H^lelil gTTT UTT 4T4eT ft '■iRilfftftiH ftg ftfftcT IftqiftRT 4IT 4oR 
m^eMIg'HK fftRT 4TT4T 11 

30. 4414 4ft yfclfelfft eftnftil TTT44T 4 ft 3rWrfft4l fft4T4 3Tfftfft44 1947 4?1 KRTT 17 (l) 4? 374rftcT 444474ia| 
ftfftrT 4ft 4TT4 | 

TTE-TT 4TU4 Rgftftl, ftl4TTft4 3Tfft[4l7ft 


4f 8 4Tft, 2019 

44. 3|r. 446 . —3HRl-+> fwr 37f&jlftit4, 1947 (1947 4T 14) STITT 17 % sigH-fTI t Vs04 4344 3 
ft!# %RdM TrrEfffftRTT PllftdU, +)<|^d ^RT, 3ftr ttr- ^ 4 % 4441-0 % WERH % ftmg fftrEWT 

3TtT ^4% 44=EKi % 3T^ft?7 4 fftf4? afldTlRlT. 14RT? 44-^4 +K+K sfldTlRlT. srf&RTTW 44 R77 -rirhr 

fRftsRTftl 4RT4 (4^4 4wr 29/201 8) 4t WTf/pT RR# % 4t ftR# 4 r htrtr 15.10.18 W fg % | 

[4. TET-42012/81/2017-3TT#3!K (41g))] 

ftft. 4. TRgR, SFJWT 37f447lft 

New Delhi, the 8th March, 2019 

S.O. 446.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 29/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
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Court Bhubaneswar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Manager, M/s. Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd, Koraput Orissa, Others, and their workmen which were received by 
the Central Government on 15.10.18. 


[No. L-42012/81/2017-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 


Present: Shri B.C. Rath, Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 29/2018 
Date of Passing Order - 4 th September, 2018 

Between: 

1. M/s. S.I.S. India Private Limited, 

Plot No. 561/4652IB), 1 st Floor, 

Vevekananda Marg, Bhubaneswar 
Pin - 750 019, Odisha. 

2. The Director, 

NISER Project, At./Po. Jatni, 

Dist. Khurda, Odisha, Pin-752 031 

Miss Laxmipriya Kandi, 

D/o. Jatadhari Kandi, At. Saintu, 

Dt. Jagatsinghpur, Odisha - 754 103. 

Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Managements 

Miss. L. Kandi ... For herself the 2 nd Party-Disputant 

ORDER 

The disputant workman is present whereas, no one appears on behalf of the Management on repeated calls. 
Filing his I.D. proof like office Addahar card in support of proof for her identity the disputant orally submits that she is 
no more interested to prosecute the dispute raised by her before the labour machinery as there was an amicable out of 
court settlement. She orally makes a prayer for closure of the adjudication process. 

It is seen from the record that the dispute with the schedule "Whether the action by the management of 
M/s. Security & Intelligence Services (India) Limited contractor of National Institute of Science Education and Research 
(NISER), Jatni in terminating the service of Laxmipriya Kandi, who had worked as Lady Security Guard from 30.8.2016 
till her termination on 29.8.2017 is legal and/or justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to” has been 
referred to this Tribunal for its adjudication vide letter No. L. 42012/81/2017 (IR(DU), dated 11.04.2018. After filing of 
his statement of claim the disputant is not willing to prosecute the matter on account of amicable settlement between the 
parties. As the disputant is not interested to proceed with the case and in the absence of the materials I am constrained to 
hold that nothing remains pending for adjudication before this Tribunal for which the dispute has been referred to. 

As such, keeping in view the submissions made by the 2 nd party the reference is disposed of without any award 
for non-prosecution by the disputant. The copy of the order be sent as per rule to the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, for necessary action at their end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 


... 1 st Party-Managements 


AND 


... 2 nd Party-Disputant 


^lf 8TO4, 2019 

+>T. 3ir. 447.—4PilRl + 1947 (1947 TT 14) # WRT 17 % if V£)4 TO+K 

inr4 wmspT P^pih p-Ti-hP-t-h Pif4i«:, '3.41 -hi, ttto +4^i-0 % wsrft to pros Pfrotrorof 

3TTT+4+1-4 %srgcj-g-4rPtfts sfbdiPtTOif -h-t+k 3f|+iP)+ srf&roro tt^ 

To (4to 4 WIT 04/2018) TOT TOTOTpRTTOTOff t^r Vsfl + -H-T+KTOf 15.10.18 TOT WfFT I 

[7T. TOT-14011/21/2017-3nf3UT (f[^)] 

. %. SEJ-R-FT STf&TOlft 
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New Delhi, the 8th March, 2019 

S.O. 447. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 04/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Bhubaneswar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Manager, M/s. Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd, Koraput Orissa, Others, and their workmen which were received by 
the Central Government on 15.10.18. 


[No. L-14011/21/2017-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

Present: Shri B.C. Rath, Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 04/2018 
Date of Passing Order - 4 th September. 2018 

Between: 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd., 

At./Po. Sunabeda, Dist. Koraput, 

Odisha - 764 020 ... 1 st Party-Management 


AND 

The President, 

Biju Aeronautics Employees Union, 

HAL, Po. Sunabeda, Dist. Koraput. 

Pin - 764 020. ... 2 nd Party-Union 

Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

Shri S.P. Sabut ... For the 2 nd Party-Union 

ORDER 

The disputant workman is present whereas, no one appears on behalf of the Management on repeated calls. 
Filing his I.D. proof like office I. card in support of proof for his identity the disputant orally submits that he is no more 
interested to prosecute the dispute raised by him before the labour machinery as there was an amicable out of court 
settlement. He orally makes a prayer for closure of the adjudication process. 

It is seen from the record that the dispute with the schedule “Whether the action by the management of HAL, 
Sunabeda in transferring Sh. Amulya Ratna Mallick, ex-President of the Union and 04 others (Shri S.P. Sabat, President 
of the Union, S.P. Rout, Tulu Behera Sosipatra Bhatra) members of the Biju Aeronautics Employees Union from HAL, 
Sunabeda to other places of HAL out of Odisha attracting the provision of Unfair Labour Practice to be read with item 
(7) of the Fifth Schedule of I.D. Act, 1947 is legally justified? If so, what relief the workmen are entitled to” has been 
referred to this Tribunal for its adjudication vide letter No. L. 14011/21/2017 (IR(U), dated 09.01.2018. After filing of 
his statement of claim the disputant is not willing to prosecute the matter on account of amicable settlement between the 
parties. As the disputant is not interested to proceed with the case and in the absence of the materials I am constrained to 
hold that nothing remains pending for adjudication before this Tribunal for which the dispute has been referred to. 

As such, keeping in view the submissions made by the 2 nd party the reference is disposed of without any award for non¬ 
prosecution by the disputant. The copy of the order be sent as per rule to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
for necessary action at their end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 
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11 ITT#, 2019 

an - . 448.—3ft 4) Rl * iWT 1947 (1947 TT 14) # STRT 17 % 3 ^*ku| 4 V£)4 +H+K 

Trait RfRtH, ffaT TPT T7FCT W^TRFT, TftftTT TTT, f^ft, aflT TT^ +4-110 % WRPT % Pi4M4l 

afrr ^3^% +4+i*i % 44r sr^-g- 4f4ff? #sfrPPr f4rn? t ■hctk 4) 444+ srf&^nir tt4 s spt ^wfdt- 
1 iw(4^44w38/2017) w t/t#| 4rV^k 4K+i'>4t 4.20.19i 

[4. wr-42025/03/2019-3nf3HT (fpj)] 

44. %. 3TTf7, sr^wnr srf&wft 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 448. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 4.20.19. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No.34/2017 

Shri Ram Sagar S/o Shri Pohkar Sagar, 

R/o D-144, Radice Lane, 

Delhi Inter City, 

Delhi - 110 017 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Ram Sagar (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub-section 
(2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from the 
date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers him 
to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands 
substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act 
to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a 
dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was 
within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2- 
A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a helper with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management ) since 10.05.2013 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 





1320 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a helper with the management since 03.08.2007. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 03.08.2017. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 03.08.2007 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“ 13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity.” 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. 
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ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Sharrna Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 


13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Ram Sagar, the claimant, 
is entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of service as 
action of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. In case, 
the amount of 50% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of publication of the 
Award, in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% per annum from the 
date of publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award be sent for 
publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


Tf 11 Ht4, 2019 

^T. 3fT. 449.—afl4)Rl + srf&f^TR 1947 (1947 TT 14) 817T 17 4 'JfFW if 44k -UTL 

4h 4 fURlm, 44 fttpt4f4t tSNwm, 4tf4rwr, f^ft, aftr tt^ 31 # <+4-4i-C) 4 wsptt 4Pk"M+i 
aftr t^ 4 +4+<ui 4 44r srgtsr 4faffs' 3f44f4r f4rrr444k ■hl+.k afl4iRl+< 344+^44 ^ -4NM4- 
1 Ft tttt( 4^44wr38/2017) 4r wtRftTF nft|4r +4k +K+.K4t 4 . 2.19 4rwf44 1 

[4. tft- 42025/03/201 9-3irt3UT (fpj)] 
4t. 4. TTf4 srprPT 

New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 449. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 4.2.19. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No.38/2017 


Shri Mool Chand S/o Shri Khoob Chand, 
R/o House No. 135, Mess Quarter, 
Khemar Pass, Civil Lines, 

Delhi - 110 094 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 


Present dispute has been raised by Shri Mool Chand (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub-section (2) of 
section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from the date of 
making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers him to file a 
dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands substantiated 
by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act to approach 
this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a dispute 
being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was within 
the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the 
Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a helper with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management) since 10.05.2013 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a helper with the management since 10.05.2013. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 10.05.2013. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
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any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 10.05.2013 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner. 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“ 13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under an 

employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of Section 25 F of 
the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman one month’s notice in 
writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. Clause (b) casts a duty upon the 
employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for 
every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held 
that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an 
employee nullity.” 


10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon'ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 


(i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. 

(ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back wages 
is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the Court of first 
instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to 
avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the 
employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing 
prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the existence of 
a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its existence. It is always easier to 
prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the employee shows that he was employed, 
the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was 
getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 


11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month's notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
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the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Sharma Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 


13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Mool Chand, the claimant, 
is entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of service as 
action of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. In case, 
the amount of 50% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of publication of the 
Award, in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% per annum from the 
date of publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award be sent for 
publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


11 rt4, 2019 
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-4I4M4-1 an+tKMK % T4TT (4^4 HWT 16/2010) 4t Wlfsfrf +7?# | 4 t V4i+ -H3+K 4f 18.01.19+f 

[4. TTtr-40011/27/20lO-anfanr (fpj)] 
4t. %. T/upc, sejwt arf^+iff 


New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 450. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 16/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
President, Association of Railway and Post Employees, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) and, Others, and their workmen which 
were received by the Central Government on 18.02.19. 

[No. L-40011/27/2010-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 05 th February, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 16/2010 


1. The General Manager, 

Post and Telegraph Department, Khanpur, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

2. The Sr. Supdt. of Post Office, 

Gandhinagar Division, Sector 30, 

Gandhinagar (Gujarat) ..First Parties 

V/s 


The President, 

The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 

4, Alap Flats,Near Swaminarayan Chowk, Jawaharnagar, 
Vasna Road, 
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Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380007 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri P.M. Rami 

For the Second Party : Shri R.C. Pathak & Shri Chintan Gohel 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/27/2010-IR(DU) 
dated 31.05.2010 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Post and Telegraph Department in terminating the 
services of Shri Abdulbhai Sulemanbhai Sindhi w.e.f. April, 2007 is legal and justified? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 31.05.2010 and received on 14.06.2010 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 8 on 04.04.2011 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 12 on 12.03.2012. 

3. The second party union The President, The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 4, Alap Flats, Near 
Swaminarayan Chowk, Jawaharnagar, Vasna Road, Ahmedabad, hereinafter referred to as "union” in his statement of 
claim has alleged that the second party workman Abdulbhai Sulemanbhai Sindhi, hereinafter referred to as “workman" 
has been working as casual labour (Group D) since 1989 and worked till the date of termination i.e. April, 2005. His 
services were terminated without following due procedure of law and also without giving him notice, paying notice pay 
or retrenchment compensation in violation of the provisions of Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act, hereinafter 
referred to as “Act”. The first parties The General Manager, Post and Telegraph Department, Khanpur, Ahmedabad and 
The Sr. Supdt. Of Post Office, Gandhinagar Division, Sector 30, Gandhinagar, hereinafter referred to as "first party” also 
retained the junior casual labour while terminating him in violating the provisions of Section 25 G of the Act and Rule 
77 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, hereinafter referred to as “Rules”. He has further alleged that the first party 
while conducting fresh recruitments did not give him the opportunity of re-employment in violation of Section 25 H and 
N of the Act. Thus he has prayed for reinstatement with back wages. 

4. The first party in his written statement Ex. 12 submitted that this workman was engaged as Postman Group 
D/EDA in the leave vacancy for only 3 days from 17.09.1998 to 19.09.1998. He never worked for 240 days in the period 
of engagement. Thus no provision of Industrial Law was violated and the reference is fit to be dismissed. 

5. The second party vide list Ex. 18 submitted the papers showing that he was engaged as EDA. He has also 
moved an application Ex. 15 for mandamus to be issued to first party to submit the seniority list of casual labours which 
was disposed of with a direction to the parties to place the documents which were never submitted by the first party on 
the ground of being not traceable. 

6. The second party also submitted documents vide list Ex. 21 which are reproduced as under: 


Serial 

No. 

List of documents 

1 

Copy of certificate issued by the Post Master (HSG-I) Kalol dated 12.06.2004 

2 

A letter of senior Superintendent of Post Office dated 19.01.2005 approval for the post of 

Postman 

3 

Representation of second party workman (03.09.2004) 

4 

Acknowledgement slip for the aforesaid representation dated 03.09.2004 

5 

Representation of second party workman (04.09.2006) 

6 

Acknowledgement slip for the aforesaid representation dated 04.09.2006 

7 

Vouchers of payment of salary to second party workman 

8 

Instructions of Head Post Master, Kalol for payment of salary 

9 

Acquaintance Roll (Payment of salary) 

10 

ACG-17 Vouchers 

11 

Money order receipt 

12 

Application for leave for extra departmental agents (Page No. 1 to 28) 


7. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Post and Telegraph Department in 
terminating the services of Shri Abdulbhai Sulemanbhai Sindhi w.e.f. April, 2007 is legal and justified? 

ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled? 
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8. Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues lies on the second party workman who submitted his affidavit Ex. 8 and in his examination-in-chief in the 
said affidavit reiterated the averments made in the statement of claim but in his cross-examination, he has stated that he 
does not remember the day and month of the joining of service. It is wrong to say that he did work only for 3 days. He 
was not given any appointment letter. He did not pass any examination for recruitment. He used to work in the leave 
vacancy. 

9. The first party submitted the affidavit Ex. 20 of his witness named Bhadreshkumar Kantilal Mehta, Sr. 
Superintendent of Post Offices, Gandhinagar reiterating the averments made in the written statement denying all the 
averments and evidence of the workman. He, in his cross-examination, has stated that he knows the handwriting of Sub¬ 
post Master who issued the certificate Ex. 18/2 to 18/4. These documents are genuine but these documents reveal that the 
workman worked from 17.09.1998 to 19.09.1998 i.e. only for 3 days. These documents Ex. 18/2 to 18/4 are submitted by 
the second party workman relying thereon. Thus on the basis of these documents, it can be believed that this workman 
worked only for 3 days. 

10. I perused the oral and documentary evidence and considered the arguments of the parties. This is a case where 
the workman has not worked for more than 240 days. Thus a workman who worked only for 3 days on a leave vacancy 
has not been given any right in the Industrial Disputes Act for any relief; therefore the reference has no force. Both the 
issues are decided against the workman and the reference is liable to be rejected. 

11. Thus the reference is dismissed. The award is passed accordingly. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI Presiding Officer 


f^ft, 11 rt4, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 451. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 549/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Organising Secretary, Association of Railway and Post Employees, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) and, Others, and their 
workmen which were received by the Central Government on 18.02.19. 

[No. L-40011/1/2003-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 07 th February, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 549/2004 


1. The Chief Post Master General, 

Gujarat Circle, Khanpur, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Superintendent Engineer (Construction), 

Postal Civil Circle, Naranpura, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

3. The Executive Engineer (Construction), 

Postal Civil Division, P & T Administration Building, 

6 th Floor, Khanpur, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380009 


...First Parties 
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V/s 

The Organising Secretary, 

The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 

15, Shashi Apartment, Near Anjali Cinema, Vasna Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380007 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri B J. Ujjaini 

For the Second Party : Shri R.C. Pathak and Shri Chintan Gohel 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-4001 l/l/2003-IR(DU) 
dated 31.03.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of CPMG, Ahmedabad in not regularising the services of 
Shri Jayantibhai M. Vaghela after having rendered more than 16 years service, with consequent benefits is just, 
fair and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 31.03.2003 and received on 16.04.2003 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 10 on 19.04.2012 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 11 on 21.01.2013. 

3. The advocate for the first party submitted a purses Ex. 17 that the workman sweeper Jayantibhai M. Vaghela 
has already been regularised in service from 10.02.2014. The copy of order is also enclosed with the purses vide Ex. 18. 
Thus the second party workman does not want to prosecute the case in the light of the aforesaid order. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of office memorandum of the first party Ex. 17 and 18. The 
documents Ex. 17 and 18 shall be the part of the award. 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


f^ft, 11 TFf, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 452. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 31/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and, Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 


DID No. 31/2017 


Shri Vir Singh S/o Shri Om Prakash, 

R/o Gali No.5, Sangam Vihar, 

Jharoda, Delhi 

Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 

The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Vir Singh (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub-section (2) 
of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from the date of 
making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers him to file a 
dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands substantiated 
by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act to approach 
this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a dispute 
being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was within 
the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the 
Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a cook with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management) since 17.03.2009 and his last drawn wages was Rs.13,000.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a cook with the management since 17.03.2009. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 17.03.2009. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
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was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 17.03.2009 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“ 13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity.” 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

(i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. 

(ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

11. The Hon’ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month's notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. ( Anoop Slianna Vi. Executive Engineer. Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 
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13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Vir Singh, the claimant, is 
entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of service as action 
of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. An award is, 
accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award be sent for publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 


Dated : January 10, 2019 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


11 RT4, 2019 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 453. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 29/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and, Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No.29/2017 

Shri Shambhu Nath Yadav S/o Shri Daulat Ram Yadav, 

R/o 47, Village Dabhiyar, Post Kumbhapur, 

PS Dabhiyar, Distt. Pratapgarh, 

Uttar Pradesh 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 

The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Shambhu Nath Yadav (in short the workman) under the provisions of 
sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired 
from the date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act 
empowers him to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His 
contention stands substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a 
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right by the Act to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her 
service, without a dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. 
Since dispute was within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub¬ 
section (2) of section 2-A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a helper with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management ) since 21.02.2009 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a helper with the management since 21.02.2009. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 21.02.2009. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 21.02.2009 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon’ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“ 13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
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excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity." 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

(i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 

(ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month's notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Shanna Vi. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 

13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Shambhu Nath Yadav, the 
claimant, is entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of 
service as action of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act. In case, the amount of 50% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of 
publication of the Award, in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% 
per annum from the date of publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award 
be sent for publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 


Dated : January 10, 2019 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

TOffroff, 11 TOTTO, 2019 

*FT. 3fT. 454.— f%TOTTO TOf^TOTO 1947 (1947 TOT 14) # TORT 17 TO 3^-H<u[ ■H-’TOK 

TORf BjlRlMH, TOfTOTO TOT TOTTOTO TOfPfTO TO, f^roff 3ftT 3RTO TJTO % TOTTOTOTO % TOTS 

f^NTTOTOr TOlT TO1% TOTOTORT TO TOJTOTO t faffs' 3iWlRl+ f%TOlTO if TOTOffTO TOTTOR - TOT 

-4I4M4-1 TO# f^fr% WITO (TOTOfTOW 33/2017) TOT TOTOfRlTO TOTtff % TOf 4 4 <TO I < TOT 04.02.2019 TOf 
TORT fir TO 


[TO. TO77T-42025/03/2019-TOrt'TO (fFT)] 
#. TO. TOFfT, TOJTO1TO TOf&TOlff 





[ W II-^sUS 3(ii) ] 


'4TCT TDTUl : ttH 30, 2019/^51 9, 1941 


1333 


New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 454. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and, Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNA-CUM LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No. 33/2017 


Shri Ramniwas S/o Shri Rampal 
R/o P-28/8, Timarpur, 

Delhi - 110 094 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Ramniwas (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub-section 
(2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from the 
date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers him 
to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands 
substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act 
to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a 
dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was 
within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 
2-A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a rnali with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management) since 15.07.2009 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 10.06.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 10.06.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Thereafter, an application was moved of behalf of legal representatives of Shri Ramniwas, who unfortunately 
expired on 26.02.2018, for substitution of her name in the array of parties. Thereafter, Ms. Anita tendered her affidavit as 





1334 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


evidence, besides documents, to support the claim. Ms.Anita also tendered additional evidence to further buttress the 
claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a mali with the management since 15.07.2009. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 15.07.2009. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 15.07.2009 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25-F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity.” 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

(i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. 

(ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 
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11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Sharma VT. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 


13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Ramniwas, the claimant, is 
entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of service as action 
of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. In case, the 
amount of 60% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of publication of the Award, 
in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% per annum from the date of 
publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award be sent for publication as 
required under Section 17 of the Act. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


11 FT4, 2019 
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[4. ftt- 42025/03/201 9-3irf31R (fFT)] 
%. 3TfT, SFjlTPT 


New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 455. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 30/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and, Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No.30/2017 


Shri Bhagwat Singh S/o Shri Khem Singh, 
R/o Village Nahad, Post Korla, 

Thana & Zilla Almora, 

Uttarakhand 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 
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D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Bhagwat Singh (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub¬ 
section (2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from 
the date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers 
him to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands 
substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act 
to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a 
dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was 
within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2- 
A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a cook with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management) since 08.08.2013 and his last drawn wages was Rs.13,000.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a helper with the management since 21.02.2009. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 08.08.2013. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 08.08.2013 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
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purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“ 13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity.” 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month's notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. ( Anoop Sharma Vi. Executive Engineer. Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 

13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Bhagwat Singh, the 
claimant, is entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of 
service as action of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act. In case, the amount of650% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of 
publication of the Award, in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% 
per annum from the date of publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award 
be sent for publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 456. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 255/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Raliance Jio Infocomm Ltd., Aggarwal Funcity Mall, Karkardooma, Delhi and. Others, and their workmen which were 
received by the Central Government on 07.02.2019. 

[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

ID No.255/2018 


Shri Pankaj Kumar S/o Shri Om Prakash 

R/o House No.A-4/302, Nand Nagar, Delhi 110 093 

Through 

All India General Mazdoor Trade Union (Registration No. 3025), 

170, Bal Mukund Khand, Giri Nagar, 

Kalkaji, New Delhi - 110 019 .. .Workman 


Versus 


1. Reliance Jio Infocomm Ltd., 

1 st Floor, Aggarwal Funcity Mall, 

Karkardooma, Delhi - 110 032 

2. M/s S/G. Encon Pvt. Ltd., 

B.S.-138, Sector 70 

NOIDA, Zila Gautam Budh Nagar, 

Uttar Pradesh .. .Managements 

AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Pankaj Kumar (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub¬ 
section (2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from 
the date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers 
him to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands 
substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act 
to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a 
dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was 
within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2- 
A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed on behalf of the claimant averring that he was working with M/s Reliance Infocomm. 
Ltd.(in short the management) through M/s S.G. Encon Pvt. Ltd.(in short the contractor) from 23.08.2015 as Filed 
worker at a monthly wage of Rs. 17,000.00. The claimant worked to the entire satisfaction of the management and gave 
no chance of complaint. No memo or charge sheet was ever served on him. The claimant was deprived of genuine 
labour facilities, i.e. bonus, yearly leave, double overtime, increments, wage slip etc. He demanded for the above legal 
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facilities which irked the management and the management started paying his wages through vouchers. On objecting to 
the same, he was threatened to be thrown out of the job. However, when he reported for duties on 13.10.2017, the 
management without assigning any reason, all of a sudden, terminated his services. His earned wages for the period 
01.10.2017 to 12.10.2017 and bonus and overtime for the period 23.08.2015 to 12.10.2017 have not been paid to him. 
Demand notice was sent to the management on 14.10.2017 but the management did not respond to the same. The 
management did not appear before the Assistant Labour Commissioner despite issuance of notice. The claimant is 
unemployed till date. Finally, it has been prayed that the claimant may be reinstated in service with full back wages. 

3. Thereafter, the case was listed for filing of written statement by the managements. However, it was stated by 
Shri Munish Kumar, Manager of M/s S.G. Encon Private Ltd. that the matter is under settlement. On 09.01.2019, 
management filed Memorandum of Understanding Ex.C-1 between M/s. S.G. Encon Pvt. Ltd and the claimant, duly 
signed by both the parties, stating that the matter has been settled amicably between the parties and a sum of 
Rs. 1,50,000.00 is being paid as full and final settlement. Statement of Shri Pankaj Kumar recorded separately. Cheque 
No.006411 dated 17.09.2018 for Rs. 1,50,000.00 is Ex.C-2. In view of the Memorandum of Understanding Ex.C-1, there 
remains no grievance between the parties. The claim now stands settled amicably vide Memorandum of Understanding 
Ex.C-1 and cheque Ex.C-2, which shall form integral part of this Award. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let this 
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : January 24, 2019 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 457. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 36/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and, Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No.36/2017 


Shri Dinesh Singh Bisht S/o Shri Amar Singh Bisht, 

R/o C-1/825A, Gali Ni.14, 

Main Som Bazar Road, Teesra Pusta, 

Sonia Vihar, Delhi 110 090 

Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali N 0 . 6 , Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 


...Workman 
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Versus 


The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Dinesh Singh Bisht (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub¬ 
section (2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from 
the date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers 
him to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands 
substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act 
to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a 
dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was 
within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2- 
A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a helper with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management ) since 31.07.2009 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6 . It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a helper with the management since 31.07.2009. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 31.07.2009. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8 . It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 31.07.2009 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 
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9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 

one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 

25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“ 13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman one 
month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. Clause (b) 
casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation equivalent to 
fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in excess of six 
months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and non-compliance 
thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity.” 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 

there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 

circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon'ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back 
wages is the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of 
getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or 
was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, 
then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads 
gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to 
the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the 
existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, 
once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically 
plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 

11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. ( Anoop Sharma VT. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 

13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Dinesh Singh Bisht, the 
claimant, is entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of 
service as action of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act. In case, the amount of 60% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of 
publication of the Award, in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% 
per annum from the date of publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award 
be sent for publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 458. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and. Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No.32/2017 


Shri Ram Raj S/o Shri Ram Baksh, 
R/Village Joli Meerganj, 

Post Gossain Ganj, Zilla Sultanpur, 
Uttar Pradesh 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Ramraj (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub-section (2) 
of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from the date of 
making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers him to file a 
dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands substantiated 
by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act to approach 
this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a dispute 
being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was within 
the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the 
Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a rnali with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 

short the management) since 26.09.2006 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
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obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a mali with the management since 26.09.2006. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 26.09.2006. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 26.09.2006 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25-F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi v.v. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“ 13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity.” 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back 

wages is the normal rule. 
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ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of 
getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or 
was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, 
then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads 
gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to 
the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the 
existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, 
once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically 
plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 

11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Sharma Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 


13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Ramraj, the claimant, is 
entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of service as action 
of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. In case, the 
amount of 60% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of publication of the Award, 
in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% per annum from the date of 
publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let a copy of this Award be sent for publication as 
required under Section 17 of the Act. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 459. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 14/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Organising Secretary, Association of Railway and Post Employees, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) and, Others, and their 
workmen which were received by the Central Government on 18.02.2019. 

[No. L-40012/117/2002-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 07 th February, 2019 

Reference: (CGITA) No- 14/2006 

1. The Chief Post Master General, 

Gujarat Circle, Khanpur, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

2. The Sr. Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Ahmedabad City Division, 

Ashram Road, Old PMG House, Near Akashwani, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380009 .. .First Parties 

V/s 

The Organising Secretary, 

The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 

15, Shashi Apartment, Near Anjali Cinema, Vasna Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380007 ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri A.S. Saiyed 

For the Second Party : Shri R.C. Pathak and Shri Chintan Gohel 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/117/2002- 
IR(DU) dated 03.02.2006 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Chief Post Master General/Sr. Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Ahmedabad in terminating the services of Shri Dashrathbhai Muljibhai Parmar w.e.f. 01.04.1994 is justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 03.02.2006 and received on 13.02.2006 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 6 on 26.06.2006 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 8 on 14.08.2007. 

3. Since then despite giving dozen of opportunities to lead evidence, the second party workman did not prefer to 
lead evidence. Moreover, Shri Chintan Gohel, advocate for the second party workman states that the workman has not 
been in his contact since then. 

4. Thus it appears that the second party workman is not willing to prosecute the case. 

5. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party workman with the 
observation as under: “the action of the management of Chief Post Master General/Sr. Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Ahmedabad in terminating the services of Shri Dashrathbhai Muljibhai Parmar w.e.f. 01.04.1994 is justified.” 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 460. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 614/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The Sub- 
Divisional Officer, Telephone Exchange, Jetpur Rajkot (Gujarat) and. Others, and their workmen which were received 
by the Central Government on 18.02.2019. 

[No. L-40012/215/1992-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 07 th February, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 614/2004 


The Sub-Divisional Officer, 

Telephone Exchange, Jetpur, 

Rajkot (Gujarat) - 360370 .. .First Party 


V/s 


Shri Rajesh B. Pathak, 

Near Old Bus Stand, Jetpur, 

Rajkot (Gujarat) ... Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri H.R. Raval 

For the Second Party : Mrs. K.L. Kalwani 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/215/92-IR(DU) 
dated 04.03.1995 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Sub-Divisional Officer, Telephone Exchange, Jetpur is justified in 
terminating the services of Shri Rajeshkumar B. Pathak? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 04.03.1995 and received on 15.03.1995 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 2 and the first 
party submitted the written statement Ex. 11 on 29.04.1997. 
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3. The second party workman was also examined on 01.07.1997 but he has been absent for cross-examination 
since then. Today on 07.02.2019, Mrs. K.L. Kalwani has moved an application Ex. 38 for withdrawal of the case. 

4. Therefore, the reference is finally disposed of as withdrawn. 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O.461 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 35/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and. Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No. 35/2017 


Shri Surender Singh S/o Shri Madhav Prasad, 
R/o 123, Gagan Vihar, C Block, 

PS Sahilpur, Tehsil & Zilla Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 

The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 

AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Surender Singh (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub¬ 
section (2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from 
the date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers 
him to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands 
substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act 
to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a 
dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was 
within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 
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2-A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a mali general with Daulat Ram College 
Hostel (in short the management) since 28.11.2002 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to 
the entire satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment 
letter, attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, 
that act enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the 
management obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 
and he was threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was 
served on the management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the 
period 01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No 
charge sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was 
paid to him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of sections 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 
and 79 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back 
wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 

4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a helper with the management since 28.11.2002. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 28.11.2002. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 28.11.2002 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of 
appointment nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment 
purposely so that such workmen may not claim status of ‘workman’ under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served 
the management with legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon’ble Apex Court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi vs. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. (2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
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equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity.” 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting 
back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or 
the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If 
the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent 
evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal 
to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law 
that the burden of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive 
averments about its existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. 
Therefore, once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to 
specifically plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 

11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Sharma VT Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 

13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Surender Singh, the 
claimant, is entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of 
service as action of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act. In case, the amount of 60% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of 
publication of the Award, in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% 
per annum from the date of publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 

A.C. DOGRA , Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 11th March, 2019 

S.O. 462. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Principal, Daulat Ram College Hostel, Maurice Nagar, Delhi and. Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 04.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

DID No. 37/2017 


Shri Subhash S/o Shri Nathu Singh, 
R/o House No.355, 33 Foota Road, 
Pushkar Vihar, Shiv Vihar, Phase 4, 
Karwawal Nagar, 

Delhi 110 094 


Through 

Shri Kapil Dev Pandey, General Secretary, 

Mazdoor Kalyan Sangh (Regd.) 

D-3/340, Gali No.6, Sonia Vihar, 

Delhi - 110 094 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Principal, 

Daulat Ram College Hostel, 

Malkaganj road, Patel Marg, 

Maurice Nagar, 

Delhi - 110 007 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Subhash (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub-section (2) 
of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from the date of 
making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers him to file a 
dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands substantiated 
by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act to approach 
this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a dispute 
being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was within 
the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the 
Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim statement was filed by the claimant that he was working as a helper with Daulat Ram College Hostel (in 
short the management) since 21.12.2015 and his last drawn wages was Rs.9,048.00. The claimant worked to the entire 
satisfaction of the management. The claimant was deprived of legal labour benefits, such as appointment letter, 
attendance card, leaves, pay slip, earned leave, overtime, bonus etc. When he insisted for the aforesaid benefits, that act 
enraged the authorities and he was not paid wages in time. On the pretext of paying his past wages, the management 
obtained his signatures on blank documents/vouchers. The services were finally terminated on 22.08.2016 and he was 
threatened with dire consequences in case he enters the premises of the management. Demand notice was served on the 
management on 24.08.2016 but the management failed to respond to the same. His earned wages for the period 
01.06.2016 to 22.08.2016, leave encashment, overtime, bonus etc. have not been paid by the management. No charge 
sheet was issued to him. Neither one month notice nor pay in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation was paid to 
him. Termination of services is violative of provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 and 79 of 
the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. He claims reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Notice was sent to the management by registered post on 22.02.2017 calling upon it to file its written statement 
on or before 13.04.2017. Neither the postal article was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected from 22.02.2017 to 13.04.2017. Therefore, the Tribunal presumed that notice sent by 
registered post was served upon the contractor. None responded on behalf of the management despite service of the 
notice. Hence, the management was proceeded ex-parte, vide order dated 13.07.2017. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of 
the claimant was recorded. 
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4. Claimant tendered his affidavit as evidence, besides documents, to support his claim. The claimant tendered 
additional evidence to further buttress his claim. 

5. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant. 

6. It is the case of the claimant that he was engaged as a helper with the management since 21.12.2015. It is also 
admitted by the management in their reply dated 01/07.12.2016 filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner that the 
claimant was working on daily wage basis from 21.12.2015. However, no appointment letter/attendance card/leave book, 
pay slip or annual leave/overtime or bonus was issued as he was a daily wager/casual labour and hence not entitled to 
any benefits. The claimant, in order to prove his case has filed copy of his pass book of the account in which the salary 
was being credited. It is, thus, clear from detailed discussions made herein above, that the workmen herein are daily 
rated workers and are working regularly since their initial appointment. 

7. This Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the management has not cared to participate in the proceedings despite 
issuance of notice. There is no evidence led to the contrary by the management so as to rebut the allegations contained in 
the statement of claim. This Tribunal, is, otherwise entitled to draw adverse inference against the management for not 
participating in the proceedings and entering into the witness box. 

8. It is apparent from pleadings of the claimant that he has joined services with the college from 21.12.2015 
onwards. It is pertinent to note here that the management, in its reply filed before the Assistant Labour Commissioner, 
Ex.WWl/3, has not denied the factum of engagement of the claimant who has come with the plea that services of the 
claimant were requisitioned as and when the need arose and he was never in the regular employment of the management. 
Management has also admitted before the ALC that no letter of appointment was issued to the claimant. It is also clear 
from Ex.WWl/3 that the management does not possess attendance records of daily wagers from February 2010 to 
August 2016. Equally settled is the principle of law that it is not necessary to produce and prove the letter of appointment 
nor the same is necessary to prove the jural relationship of employer and employee. It is a matter of common knowledge 
that most of the managements are engaging workmen without issuing any letter of appointment purposely so that such 
workmen may not claim status of ‘workman' under the Act. Admittedly, claimant has also served the management with 
legal demand notice Ex.WWl/1 and thereafter matter was also taken before the Assistant Labour Commissioner 

9. The action of the management in not serving any notice to the claimant before his termination or payment of 
one months’ salary or notice in lieu thereof is in clear cut violation of the provisions of section 25F of the Act. Section 
25 F lays down the conditions precedent to the retrenchment of the workman and require the employer to give one month 
notice to the workman in writing or one month wages in lieu of such notice as well as retrenchment of compensation to 
such workman. This provision is mandatory and violation of the same would render action against the management 
under the law. The Hon'ble Apex court in Bhuvnesh Kumar Dwivedi v.v. M/s Hindalco Industies Ltd. ( 2014 LAB.I.C. 
2643 Supreme Court) interpreted the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act and observed as under: 

“13.no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year 

under an employer can be retrenched by that employer until the conditions enumerated in Clauses (a) and (b) of 
Section 25 F of the Act are satisfied. In terms of Clause (a), the employer is required to give to the workman 
one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or pay him wages in lieu of the notice. 
Clause (b) casts a duty upon the employer to pay to the workman at the time of retrenchment, compensation 
equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every completed year of continuous service of any part thereof in 
excess of six months. This Court has repeatedly held that Section 25-F(a) and (b) of the Act is mandatory and 
non-compliance thereof renders the retrenchment of an employee nullity." 

10. The claimant has, in his affidavit, clearly stated that he was not gainfully employed after his termination nor 
there is any evidence on record to show that claimant was doing any kind of job after his termination. Under such 
circumstances, it is reasonable to presume that claimant was out of job after his termination. The Hon’ble Apex Court in 
case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” has held as under : 

The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are: 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting 
back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or 
the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If 
the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent 
evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal 
to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law 
that the burden of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive 
averments about its existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. 
Therefore, once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to 
specifically plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 
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11. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25-F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, 
sometime as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that 
termination of service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one 
month’s notice or pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25-F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering 
the action of the employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not 
terminated. (Anoop Sharma Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

12. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above authorities that compliance of provisions of Section 25 F is 
mandatory under the law and violation of the same would render action against the management to be illegal or void 
under the law. 


13. The net result of the above discussion is that the action of the management in not allowing the claimant to do 
his duty amounts to termination and the same is held to be illegal under the law. 

14. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that Shri Subhash, the claimant, is 
entitled to 60% of the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of service as action 
of the management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. In case, the 
amount of 60% back wages is not paid by the management within one month from the date of publication of the Award, 
in that eventuality, the workman shall be entitled to recover the same with an interest @ 9% per annum from the date of 
publication, till its realization. An award is, accordingly, passed. 

Dated : January 10, 2019 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th March, 2019 

S.O. 463. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 83/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Manager, Valsad Telecome District, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Valsad (Gujarat) and. Others, and their 
workmen which were received by the Central Government on 11.02.2019. 

[No. L-40012/144/2004-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 22 nd January, 2019 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 83/2005 


The General Manager, 

Valsad Telecom District, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Halar Road, 
Valsad (Gujarat) - 396001 


...First Party 
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V/s 

Smt. Nanduben Ishwarbhai Dimar, 

Res. At and Post Vesma, 

Bazar Faliya, Tal. Jalalpor, 

Navsari (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First Parties : Shri H.R. Raval 

For the Second Party : Shri S.K. Kazi 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/144/2004- 
IR(DU) dated 21.12.2004 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Valsad Telecom District, Valsad in terminating 
the services of Smt. Nanduben Ishwarbhai Dimar w.e.f. 01.11.2003 is legal, proper and justified? If not, to what 
relief the concerned workman Smt. Nanduben Ishwarbhai Dimar is entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 21.12.2004 and received on 05.01.2005 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to both the parties, the second party workwoman submitted the statement of claim Ex. 8 on 
23.01.2009 alleging that she was engaged as part time sweeper since long but her attendance was not marked in the 
muster roll and her attendance was marked since 01.07.1999 on monthly wages of Rs.2000/-. She was made regular in 
the month of August, 2000. She used to work more than 240 days in each and every calendar year but she was removed 
on 20.10.2003 without giving any notice and notice pay. Therefore, she has prayed for reinstatement with back wages. 

3. The first party The General Manager, Valsad Telecom District, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Halar Road, 
Valsad, hereinafter referred to as ‘first party’ submitted the written statement Ex. 19 on 19.09.2011 submitting that the 
averments made in the statement of claim are false, frivolous, illegal and untenable. No cause of action arises in the case. 
The second party workwoman was engaged as part time sweeper at Vesma Telephone Exchange for 2 hours a day w.e.f. 
01.07.1999 receiving the official approval from BSNL Head Quarter, New Delhi. Later the department issued 
instructions vide communication no. 269-94/98-STN-2 dated 29.09.2000 giving directions that all the casual labours 
engaged after 01.08.1998 be discharged, therefore, this workwoman was removed as she has joined on 01.07.1999. 
Therefore, the reference is not maintainable and liable to be dismissed. 

4. The copies of aforesaid order and notifications have been submitted by the first party. The second party 
workwoman has also submitted number of documents vide Ex. 31 regarding the communication of removal of her on 
18.10.2003 and also removing the other workmen at other telephone exchanges vide letter dated 05.11.2003. 

5. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

i. Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Valsad Telecom District, Valsad in 
terminating the services of Smt. Nanduben Ishwarbhai Dimar w.e.f. 01.11.2003 is legal, proper and 
justified? 

ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled? 

6. Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues lies on the second party workman who submitted her affidavit Ex. 10 reiterating the averments made in the 
statement of claim but she has not stated anything contrary in her cross-examination. 

7. The first party examined one Shri Anwar Mohammad Patel vide affidavit Ex. 22 who reiterated the averments 
made in the written statement but in his cross-examination, he has admitted that this workwoman had been working 
under his overall administrative control. She was not given any appointment letter as she was a casual labour. She was 
not given notice or notice pay at the time of removal as daily wages sweeper. He has also admitted the work which this 
workwoman sweeper used to do still exist and so far no sweeper has been appointed till date. Thus the removal of daily 
wager without giving notice and paying notice pay is violation of Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act. Thus she is 
entitled for reinstatement with lump-sum compensation of Rs. 10000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand). 

8. The issue no i and ii are decided accordingly. The first party is directed to reinstate the second party 
workwoman Nanduben Ishwarbhai Dimar along with Rs. 10000/- (Rupees Ten Thousand) as lump-sum compensation 
within 30 days from the publication of this award in the gazette. 

9. The award is passed accordingly. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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[H. TET-42025/03/2019-3irf3iTT (fpj)] 

ft. %. 3TI^T, srjwr 3li%+Tf)- 


New Delhi, the 13th March, 2019 

S.O. 464. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to M/s. Good 
Year Security Services, Dwarka, New Delhi and. Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 26.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA 

COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 39/2017 


Shri Jayprakash Saini S/o, Shri Kallu Ram Saini, 

C/o. Delhi Pradesh Factory & Dehari Mazdoor Congress, 

627, Baba Farid Puri, 

West Patel Nagar, Delhi 8. .. .Workman/Claimant 


Versus 


1. M/s. Good Year Security Services, 

203, Vikash Suriya Okard, Sector 11, 

Plot No. 8, Ashirwad Chowk, Dwarka, 

New Delhi 75. 

2. Ram Manohar Lohia Hospital, 

Baba Kharak Singh Marg, 

New Delhi -01 ... Management/Respondents 


AWARD 

This is a claim directly filed by the workman/claimant Jayprakash under Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act (hereinafter referred to as “the Act”), with the averments that he was appointed by Management No. 1 on the post of 
Security Guard in the month of December, 2009 and was deputed to work with the Management No.2. His last drawn 
wages were Rs.7000/- per month. The workman used to work sincerely, honestly and without any complaint to the 
Managements. Management No.l and 2 used to take work for 10 hours per day but the Management no.l has not paid 
over time wages and other legal facilities viz. ESI, PF, casual leave, yearly increment and minimum wages. Ultimately 
at the persistent demand of the workman, he was provided with PF and ESI facilities but the management No.l got 
annoyed with him and in order to get rid of him, the Management No. 1 illegally terminated the workman from services 
without any rhyme or reason on 18/1/2016 on the direction of Management No.2. The workman approached the 
Conciliation Officer but to no avail. A demand notice was sent to the Management through the Union but to no 
response. It is pleaded that the workman had worked continuously with the management since the day of his joining in 
December, 2009 till his illegal termination on 18/1/2016 and as such he worked for more than 240 days with the 
Management. It is also pleaded that after illegal termination, the workman searched for the job at many places but does 
not find any job and as such he is completely unemployed and dependent upon his family. Prayer has been made for 
reinstatement of the workman with full back wages and all consequential benefits. 

2. Notice of the claim petition was issued to the Managements but none appeared on behalf of the Management 
No.l. Though Shri Ajay Ekka, UDC and Murari Kumar, LDC appeared on behalf of Management No.2 in response to 
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the notice issued and took time to file written statement, however. Management no.2 also opted not to participate in the 
proceedings and as such the case was proceeded ex parte against both the Managements vide order dated 2/8/2017. 

3. In order to prove his case, the workman examined himself as WW1 & tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A and 
relied on documents Ex.WW/1 to Ex.WWl/13. 

4. I have heard Shri Ajit Singh, A/R for the workman./claimant and have gone through the record carefully. 

5. I may mention that affidavit Ex.WWl/A filed by the claimant is in line with the averments made in the claim 
petition. He has filed on record copy of the complaint/representation dated 10/2/2016 which he had moved to the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner/Conciliation Officer; copy of demand notice Ex.WWl/2 sent to the Management No.l and its 
postal receipts Ex.WWl/3 & Ex.WWl/4; claim petition filed before the Conciliation Officer as Ex.WWl/5; certificate 
Ex.WWl/6 issued by the Conciliation Officer regarding no settlement arrived at between the parties during the 
conciliation proceedings; copies of identity cards Ex.WWl/7 to Ex.WWl/11 issued by Management NO.l M/s Good 
Year Security Services; copy of ESI card as Ex.WWl/12 and copy of PF statement as Ex.WWl/8. Perusal of these 
documents clearly substantiate the claim of the claimant/workman that it was the Management No. 1 who had appointed 
him on the post of Security Guard in December, 2009 and he worked as such for more than six years. As such, it stands 
proved on record that there existed relationship of employer-employee exclusively between the Management No.l and 
the claimant herein and that the claimant falls within the definition of “workman” as provided under Section 2(S) of the 
Act. 

6. The version of the claimant that the Management No.l illegally terminated his services on 18/1/2016 in 
violation of the provisions of Section 25-F and 25-G of the Act and that since then he is unemployed, has gone 
unchallenged and unrebutted. The Management No. 1 has not come forward either to deny or rebut the allegations of the 
claimant/workman or to show that services of the claimant were retrenched/terminated after serving him a prior notice or 
payment of compensation in lieu of notice period as required under Section 25-F of the Act. There is long line of 
decisions of Hon'ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are 
mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act will render whole action of the Management to be illegal and wrong under the law. 

7. In his affidavit, the workman has specifically stated that worked for more than 240 days with the Management. 
It is also pleaded that after illegal termination, the workman searched for the job at many places but does not find any job 
and as such he is completely unemployed and dependent upon his family. The Management has not adduced any 
evidence to show that the claimant is gainfully employed somewhere else on full time/regular basis Even if it is 
assumed that the workmen is doing some intermittent or adhoc work to make his both ends meet on daily wage basis, 
that would not itself amount to gainful employment. In the circumstances, it is held that action of the Management in 
terminating the service of the workmen is totally illegal and wrong and is in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. 

8. Now the residual question is whether workman is entitled to be reinstated with full back wages. It depends on 
number of factors - whether workman was regular, temporary or daily wager; he was recruited in proper manner or 
whether his work is of regular and temporary nature; length of service or delay in approaching the Tribunal and whether 
termination is in gross violation of provisions of the Act. 

9. The Hon'ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundii Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 


"The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

(i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is 
the normal rule. 

(ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting 
back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or 
the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If 
the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent 
evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal 
to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law 
that the burden of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive 
averments about its existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. 
Therefore, once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to 
specifically plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments." 

10. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/ employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
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employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Sharing Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

11. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the employer is found to be totally, in that eventuality the workman is 
required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the removal of an order 
terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the workmen alongwith 
payment of back wages. 

12. Hon'ble Apex Court in the case General Manager. Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, reported as 2005 
SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the 
termination of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host 
of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of 
the vacancy or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad 
hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job 
and the like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the 
important factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had 
rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services 
are wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this 
age and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. 
However, where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for 
the complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a colander year.” 

13. Their Lordships of Hon'ble Supreme Court in (2015) 9 SCC 345, titled as Raj Kumar Dixit Vs. Vijay Kumar 
Gauri Shanker , on the question of reinstatement of workman after his retrenchment is declared void ab initio have held 
as under 


20. The High Court has exceeded in its jurisdiction in setting aside the Award passed by the Labour Court in 
awarding reinstatement of the Appellate-workman in his post alongwith 50% back wages, which is erroneous in 
law as the High Court has not noticed the fact that the appropriate Government has referred the dispute to the 
Labour Court for its adjudication on the points of dispute referred to it. Since, there was non-compliance of the 
mandatory requirements as provided under the provisions of the Act by the Respondent-firm at the time of 
passing an order of termination against the Appellant-workman, therefore, the same has been held to be bad in 
law and as such it should have awarded full back wages to the workman from the date of termination till the 
date of passing the Award unless the employer proves that the workman was gainfully employed during the 
aforesaid period which fact is neither pleaded nor proved before the Labour Court. 

21. Therefore, the impugned judgement of the High Court is bad in law as the normal rule to be followed by the 
Respondent-firm with regard to the termination of the services of the workman has not been done in the present 
case and further, the High Court has once again exceeded in its supervisory jurisdiction in exercise of its 
judicial review power under Article 227 of the Constitution of India by setting aside the Award of reinstatement 
with 50% back wages passed by the Labour Court and has instead awarded Rs.2 lakhs as compensation to the 
Appellate -workman, which is contrary to the law laid down by this Court. The High Court cannot exercise its 
supervisory jurisdiction and act as either original court or appellate court to set aside the finding of fact recorded 
o the points of dispute referred to the Labour Court on proper appreciation of pleadings and evidence on record 
in favour of the workman as has been done in the instant case. The Award of compensation of Rs.2 lakhs 
awarded in place of reinstatement with 50% back wages as awarded by the Labour Court, has been modified by 
the High Court without assigning any cogent and valid reason which is not only erroneous in law but suffers 
from error in law as well, as the same is contrary to the catena of decisions of this Court. On this ground itself, 
the impugned judgement of the High Court is liable to be set aisde and we pass an order to restore the Award 
passed by the Labour Court.” 

14. Their Lordships of Hon’ble Supreme Court in (2016) 6 SCC 541, titled as Raj Kumar Vs. Director of 
Education and others , have ordered for the reinstatement of the petitioner with full back wages, where retrenchment of 
the service of the workman was in violation of Section 25(f)(a), (b) & (c) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

15. Yet in another latest case of Bholanath Lai and others Vs. Shree Om Enterprises (P) Ltd., 
Manu/DE/1922/2018 (decided on 10/5/2018), Hon’ble High Court of Delhi while considering the question of illegal 
termination and reinstatement held as under :- 

“The cases in which the competent court or tribunal finds that the employer has acted in gross violation of the 
statutory provisions and/or the principles of natural justice or is guilty of victimizing the employee or workman, 
then the court or tribunal concerned will be fully justified in directing payment of full back wages. In such 
cases, the superior courts should not exercise power under Article 226 or 136 of the Constitution and interfere 
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with the award passed by the Labour Court, etc. merely because there is a possibility of forming a different 
opinion on the entitlement of the employee/workman to get full back wages or the employer’s obligation to pay 
the same The courts must always keep in view that that in the cases of wrongful/illegal termination of service, 
the wrongdoer is the employer and the sufferer is the employee./workman and there is no justification to give a 
premium to the employer of his wrongdoings by relieving him of the burden to pay to the employee/ workman 
his dues in the form of full back wages.” 

A similar view has been taken in the case of Delhi Jal Board Vs. Vimal Kumar (decided on 5-4-2018) 
MANU/de/1322/201S wherein service of a casual driver was terminated without any notice or payment of one month’s 
salary in lieu of such notice. The Industrial Tribunal answering the reference held the action of the management to be 
illegal and in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. The Award was upheld by Hon’ble High Court of Delhi by observing 
as under 

“In view of the above discussion, I am unable to discern any illegality or infirmity in the impugned Award, 
dated 29 th May, 2003, of the Labour Court, to the extent that it holds the termination of the services of the 
respondent, by the petitioner, to be illegal and unlawful. I am entirely in agreement with the finding, of the 
Labour Court, that the services of the respondent were retrenched in violation of Section 25-F of the ID Act and 
that, therefore, he was entitled to be reinstated in service with all consequential benefits. In view of the fact that 
going by the age of the respondent as disclosed in the counter affidavit filed before this Court, he would, today, 
be only 50 years of age, and also in view of the fact that the termination of his services as SCM Driver was not 
on account of any deficiency or shortcoming detected in the manner of discharge by the respondent, of his 
duties as such, I am of the opinion, that the facts of the present case, do not warrant any interference with the 
direction, of the Labour Court, to the petitioner to reinstate the respondent in service with the benefit of 
continuity of service. The petitioner is, therefore, directed to reinstate the respondent in service forthwith. 

Inasmuch as the respondent has not been rendering any service to the petitioner since the date of his 
termination, however, the back wages payable to the respondent would be limited to 50 per cent of the wages 
which he would have drawn he had continued to serve the petitioner.” 

16. Having regard to the background of the case, legal position as discussed above, coupled with the fact that the 
claimant was performing duty as a Security Guard - a job of regular/perennial nature of job, this Tribunal is of the firm 
view that the claimant herein is entitled for reinstatement into service, with 50 per cent back wages to the post held by 
him, inasmuch as termination of the claimant/workman by Management No.l is per-se illegal. Award is passed 
accordingly against Management No.l. 


Date : 22.2.2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th March, 2019 

S.O. 465. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 138/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Chair 
Man-cum Management Director, Container Corporation of India (Concor) Ltd. New Delhi, and, Others, and their 
workmen which were received by the Central Government on 29.09.2018. 

[No. L-42025/03/2018-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 138/2016 


Shri Sanjeev Kumar 

Senior Assistant (C & 0)/Concor, 

R/o. D-934 Tigri Colony 

New Delhi 110062. ...Workman 


Versus 


The Chairman cum Management Director, 

Container Corporation of India (Concor) Ltd., 

Concor Bhawan, 

C-3 Mathura Road, 

New Delhi 110076. ... Management 


AWARD 

This is a claim filed directly by the Workman/claimant Sanjeev Kumar under Section 2(A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act (hereinafter referred to as "the Act”), with the averments that the claimant/workman was employed as 
Senior Assistant (Commercial & Operation) and was posted at Inland Container Deport, Tughlakabad, Okhla, New 
Delhi, Northern region office of the Management. Service record of the workman was excellent as he was doing his 
duty even in adverse circumstances with utmost sincerity, honesty and full dedication and the management has 
acknowledged the same by giving the citations dated 15/2/1999 and 16/6/1999 with cash award for outstanding 
performance of the workman. On 13/1/99 the workman was deemed suspended for the period from 18/8/1998 to 5/9/98 
and was also placed under suspension indefinitely w.e.f. 18/2/99 in view of contemplating the disciplinary proceedings. 
A chargesheet was issued to the workman vide memorandum dated 25/2/1999 and charges were framed against him 
in terms of Rule 14(3) of Scheduled of the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Central Rules, 1946 regarding 
unauthorized absence from duty inasmuch as he remained in police custody on 18 th and 19 th August, 98 and injudicial 
custody from 28/8/98 to 5/9/98 and was released on bail on 5/9/98. It has been averred that the Enquiry Officer Shri 
Manish Puri without following principle of natural justice conducted & completed the domestic inquiry and submitted 
his report dated 30/5/2000. Resultantly, the Management mechanically imposed punishment of "Removal from Service” 
upon the workman vide order dated 12/7/2000, without appreciating the materials on record and without considering the 
representation/submissions made by the workman against the Inquiry Report. The workman preferred an administrative 
appeal against the punishment order before the Departmental Appellate Authority which accepted the submissions of the 
workman and passed an order dated 13/9/2000, thereby the punishment of “Removal from Service” was kept in 
abeyance and directions were issued for de-novo inquiry after obtaining the authenticated certified/attested copies of 
FIR, arrest memo etc. But again the same Inquiry Officer submitted his report dated 23/3/2001 with the same conclusion 
and same result, against which the workman also filed his representation/submissions before Departmental Appellate 
Authority, which set aside order (of removal from Service) dated 12/7/2000 and issued directions for de-novo inquiry 
against charges. Vide order dated 10/12/2001 Shri PS Nerwal was appointed as Enquiry Officer to enquire into the old 
charges listed in the memorandum dated 25/2/1999. It is averred that the order dated 10/12/2001 gave another lease of 
life to the dead chargesheet/ memorandum dated 25/2/99 and issued re-notified chargesheet which was also based 
without any material to support and without giving workman the opportunity to make submissions. The said inquiry 
was held at the corporate office of the Management situated in Le Meridian Commercial Tower, Raisina Road, New 
Delhi vide memorandum dated 31/12/2001. It has further been averred that the Enquiry Officer conducted the enquiry in 
complete violation of principle of natural justice and in a biased manner and consequently, the workman vide his 
memorandum dated 14/3/2002 and 25/3/2002 informed the Disciplinary Authority about the behavior and biased 
attitude of the Enquiry Officer with the request to take action. The workman received memo dated 2/4/2002 from the 
Inquiry Officer, intimating him the postponement of the inquiry fixed for 5/4/2002 till further advice. Thereafter the 
workman received an order dated 30/4/2002 of the disciplinary Authority, informing the workman that Shri P.S. Nerwal 
was re-appointed as Enquiry Officer but his representation dated 14/3/2002 and 25/3/2002 were rejected vide order 
dated 16/4/2002. During pendency of the inquiry proceedings, suspension of the workman was revoked by the Appellate 
Authority vide its order dated 13./6/2002 but vide order dated 29/6/2002 the workman was transferred & posted at 
Jodhpur unit with malafide intention for harassing and victimizing the workman . Being aggrieved from the transfer 
order dated 29/6/2002, the workman filed Writ Petition Civil No.3990/2002 before the Hon'ble High Court and vide 
order dated 8/7/2002 Hon'ble High Court directed the Management to find out alternative place of posting of the 
workman within the radius of 100 km. and fixed the matter for 17/7/2002. The workman gave his acceptance to be 
posted at Ludhiana unit. The Inquiry Officer conducted the inquiry on 27/5/2002 and 17/7/2002 at the back of the 
workman without intimating him the dates and in a biased manner and did not offer a single opportunity to the workman 
to cross examine the witness Shri Jaivir Singh Gill and finally the Enquiry Officer gave his report on 20/11/2002, 
against which the workman submitted his representation dated 26/5/2003. Thereafter, on the basis of order dated 
26/3/2004 of Disciplinary Authority, the Management while imposing punishment of removal from service of the 
workman, filed application under Section 33(2)(b) of the Act before Industrial Tribunal for approval of its action. The 
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said application was rejected by the Tribunal vide order dated 2/3/2006. Thereafter, the workman moved the Hon'ble 
High Court vide Writ Petition (Civil) No.5316/2006 for enforcement of his rights to be taken back in service with 
consequential benefits. The said Writ petition was dismissed by Hon'ble High Court vide its order dated 2-11-2006 with 
the observation that the workman has an efficacious remedy provided under the Act. Thereafter the workman filed an 
application under Section 33-A of the Act before the Labour Court cum Industrial Tribunal-11, Delhi which was 
registered as ID No. 11/2008/ The Tribunal was pleased to pass an Award dated 27/7/2001 thereby directed for 
reinstatement of the workman in service with back wages & consequential benefits. Against the said Award, the 
Management filed Writ Petition (C) No. 7387/2001 before Hon'ble High Court and the said petition was dismissed vide 
order dated 10/10/2011 passed by Hon’ble High Court. Against that order, the Management preferred LPA NO. 
943/2011 and the Division Bench of Hon'ble High Court passed order dated 21/8/2012, thereby allowing the LPA of the 
Management & setting aside the order dated 10-10-2011 passed by the Single Judge in W.P.(C) No. 7387/2001 as well 
as award dated 27/7/2011 passed in ID No. 11/2008 and directed the workman herein to raise the dispute in respect of 
his termination Thereafter the workman approached the Conciliation Officer who made efforts for reconciliation 
between the workman and management but to no success and ultimately, the Conciliation Officer issued certificate 
dated 25/4/2016, directing the workman to approach the Tribunal. In this background, the present claim petition has 
been filed by the Workman alleging that action of the Management is illegal; the workman has not been gainfully 
employed since the management did not allow him to join duties since 26/3/2004 and as such the workman is entitled 
for reinstatement with continuity of service and full back wages. Prayer has been made and action of the Management 
imposing punishment of removal from service vide order dated 26/3/2004 to be not justified and/or alternatively, inquiry 
held by the Enquiry Officer Shri PS Nerwal be declared as wrong, malafide and perverse and further that, the 
Management be directed to reinstate the workman with continuity of service alongwith full back wages and 
consequential benefits. 

2. The claim petition has been resisted by the Management who filed reply thereo & took preliminary objections 
that in fact, the claimant/workman was removed from service vide order dated 26/3/2004 and the appeal filed by the 
workman was dismissed by the Ld. Appellate Authority vide order dated 29/6/2004 but no prayer challenging the order 
dated 26/3/2004 and/or order dated 29/6/2004 has been made in the claim petition and as such, the claim petition is not 
covered under Section 2-A of the Act. The claim petition is barred by time and hence liable to be rejected on this score It 
is alleged in para (f) of the preliminary objections that this Tribunal has no territorial jurisdiction to entertain the claim 
petition inasmuch as when the order of removal dated 26/3/2004 was passed, the claimant was admittedly posted and 
working at Ludhiana (Punjab). The claimant/workman was arrested on 18/8/98 and remained in custody from 18/8/98 to 
5/9/98 i.e for more than 48 hours and as such he was required to be under deemed suspension in view of provisions of 
clause No.36.2 of Standing Orders. The claimant had not informed the office about his arrest and custody etc., rather 
with a view to conceal his arrest, he had applied for leave only on the ground of “personal”. It has been alleged that 
proper charge sheet was issued to the claimant and proper enquiry has been held. Disciplinary Authority had passed the 
order of punishment of removal from service, upon the workman after giving him due opportunity to make his 
submissions. It is also alleged that the claimant has pursued his further studies and completed graduation in law and he is 
practicing in law. Prayer has been made for rejection of the claim petition.) 

3. The claimant/workman filed rejoinder wherein he denied all theallegations made by the Management and 
reiterated his own case as set up in the claim petition 

4. Against this factual background, this Tribunal on the pleadings of the parties, framed three issues on 8/11/2016, 
whereas additionallssue No. 2-A was framed vide order dated 9/3/2017. The issues so framed by this Tribunal read as 
under 

1) Whether the Domestic Inquiry held against the workman is not fair and perverse as same is also against 
regulation and principle of natural justice ? 

2) Whether the management was not justified in not allowing the workman to join his duty ? 

2-A) Whether the claim is not legally maintainable, the Court has no jurisdiction and the claim filed by the 
claimant is time barred as alleged ? 

3) Whether the workman is entitled for reinstatement with back wages and consequential benefits ? 

5. It is notable that issue No. 1 was treated as Preliminary issue and parties were called upon to produce evidence 
on these issues first The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as W.W.l and tendered his affidavit 
Ex.WWl/A alongwith documents Ex.WWl/1 to WW1/59. On the other hand, the Management in support of its case 
examined Shri Rajeev Bhardwaj, Senior Manager, as MW1 and he tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A 
alongwith documents Ex.MW1/1 to Ex.MW1/8. This witness has also tendered in evidence Enquiry proceedings as well 
as other documents relating thereto. 

I would be discussing the same while giving my findings on aforesaid issue No. 1. 

Issue No.l 

6. It was strongly urged by the workman/claimant that he was wrongly charge-sheeted under the Standing Orders, 
1997 (Ex.WWl/6), whereas Discipline & Appeal Rules, 1993 (Ex.WWl/5) would be applicable to him being the 
workman/employee working in the Yard and that he was not governed by the Standing Orders 1997 Ex.WWl/6). The 
claimant was admittedly employed in the Yard at Tughlagabad and not in the workshop. Attention of this Tribunal was 
also invited to the counter affidavit (Ex.VWVl/7) filed by the Management as respondent No.2 before Hon'ble High 
Court of Delhi in W.P(Civil) No. 142/97 titled as Container Corporation of India Employees Union Versus UOI & 
another, wherein there is reference to the fact that Disciplinary and Appeal Rules are applicable on those employees who 
are not working in the workshop. Therefore, entire action since issuance of chargesheet (Ex.WWl/9) till passing of the 
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order of removal from service are not valid. 

7. It was also urged by the workman/claimant that documents on which reliance was placed by the Management 
during the course of domestic enquiry were not supplied to him alongwith the chargesheet. Even witnesses were later on 
introduced in the said enquiry, though their names were not mentioned in the list when chargesheet was served upon 
him. Attention of this Tribunal was invited to the proceeding of domestic enquiry dated 27/5/2002 (Ex.\A/W 1/30) to 
show that one Shri Jaivir Singh Gill, MHER of P S. Parliament Street, New Delhi whose name does not find mentioned 
in the List of witnesses relied upon by the Management, was examined by the Enquiry Officer at the back of the 
workman who being unwell, could not attend the inquiry proceedings on that day and in fact, no opportunity was 
granted to the workman to cross examine the witness.. 

8. It has been submitted that no opportunity for leading evidence in defence was afforded to the workman, as 
provided in para 42.13 of the Standing Orders (Ex.WWl/6). In nut shell, thrust of arguments advanced by the workman 
is that principle of natural justice was not adopted by the Enquiry Officer and that fair opportunity was not granted 
during the enquiry proceedings . The workman placed reliance on a number of authorities so as to buttress his 
submission that fair opportunity is required to be granted to the chargesheeted employee besides supplying him copies 
of all documents and list of witnesses alongwith chargesheet. 

9. I may mention that during the course of arguments, reference was made by both the parties to the earlier 
litigation between the parties. Perusal of the record shows that against the order dated 26/3/2004 regarding termination 
of services of the workman, LPA was preferred before Hon’ble High Court which was decided against the workman on 
21/8/2012 and against that order, the workman filed SLP before the Hon'ble Supreme Court . which was decided on 
29/4/2013. 

10. On the other hand, A/R for the Management strongly urged that the Management adhered to the principle of 
natural justice and that all relied upon documents were supplied to the workman during the course of domestic enquiry 
proceedings and hence no prejudice has been caused to the workman. It has been submitted that the witness laiveer 
Singh was just a formal witness who was examined to prove entry in the Roznamcha and First Information Report 
regarding the case registered against the workman at the Police Station. Ld.A/R for the Management invited attention of 
this Tribunal to the proceedings dated 2/9/2002 before the Enquiry Officer to show that the workman himself did not 
lead any evidence despite the fact that he was asked to submit his defence evidence on 24/6/2002. 9/7/2002. 17/7/2002. 
31/7/2002, 12/8/2002 and 26/8/2002 and hence, the Enquiry Officer closed the enquiry vide order dated 2/9/2002. 

11. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the rival contentions of the parties and have gone through the 
record carefully. 

12. Before I proceed to scan and analyse the enquiry report conducted against the workman/claimant herein, it is 
worthwhile to mention that when a departmental/domestic enquiry is conducted against an official, it can not be treated 
as a casual exercise and that the Inquiry Officer has to be wholly unbiased and should act as an Independent 
Adjudicator. Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of State of Uttar Pradesh Vs. Saroj Kumar Sinha, reported as (2010) 2 
SCC 772 had held as under : 

“An inquiry officer acting in a quasi judicial authority is in the position of an independent adjudicator He is not 
supposed to be a representative of the department/disciplinary authority/Government. His function is to 
examine the evidence presented by the Department, eve in the absence of the delinquent official to see as to 
whether the unrebutted evidence is sufficient to hold that the charges are proved.... 

When a departmental enquiry is conducted against the Govt, servant, it can not be treated as a casual 
exercise. The enquiry proceedings also can not be conducted with a closed mind. The Inquiry Officer has to be 
wholly unbiased. The rules of natural justice are required to be observed to ensure not only that justice is done 
but is manifestly seen to be done. The object of rules of natural justice is to ensure that a Govt, servant is treated 
fairly in proceedings which may culminate in imposition of punishment including dismissal/removal from 
service.” 

13. Original Report of Enquiry against the workman alongwith the proceedings has been filed on record as 
Ex.MWl/3 (colly ). Perusal of its running page 52 viz. proceeding of enquiry conducted on 22/1/2002 against the 
workman, would show that when the workman informed the Enquiry Officer that he had no received copy of the 
chargesheet and enclosures thereof, the Presenting Officer was directed to provide the workman with the copy of the 
chargesheet and all relied upon documents and only then and there, the same were supplied to the workman. Record of 
domestic enquiry shows that two witnesses namely S.K. Tyagi, Terminal Manager, TKD (PW1) and Shri Sanjeev 
Kumar Jain, Partner of M/s Arihant Industries, Okhla (PW 2) were examined before the Inquiry Officer on 9/5/2002 and 
16/5/2002 respectively but the workman/charged official had refused to cross examine the witnesses, though he was 
afforded opportunity to do so. The conscience of this Tribunal was shaken to see the manner in which these witnesses 
were examined, inasmuch as all the questions to those witnesses were put by the Inquiry Officer (1.0.) himself and not 
by the Presenting Officer Shri Rajeev Bhardwaj who was very well present and was supposed to put questions to the 
witnesses to substantiate the charges framed against the charged official/workman here. 

14. It is, thus, apparent from the face of record of enquiry proceedings that the Inquiry Officer did not act as an 
independent and impartial officer to find out the truth, rather he acted as a representative of the Management. 

15. In the aforesaid facts & circumstances of the case and the legal position as explained above, the domestic 
enquiry conducted against the workman can not be said to be in conformity with the principle of natural justice, fair play 
and fair hearing. As such the enquiry got conducted by the Management against the workman is held to be illegal and 
improper. This issue is decided accordingly. 
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Issue No.2-A 

16. Ld. A/R for the Management strenuously contended that this Tribunal has no territorial jurisdiction to entertain 
the claim petition because when the order of removal dated 26/3/2004 was passed, the claimant was admittedly posted 
and working at Ludhiana (Punjab). On the other hand, the claimant who argued the matter personally, submitted that 
this Tribunal has the jurisdiction to try the claim petition because all important events like issuance of charge- sheet, 
conducting the domestic enquiry ad passing the punishment order all are happened at Delhi. 

17. I have carefully gone through the record and I am of the considered opinion that there is no force in the 
submission of the A/R of the Management, inasmuch as admittedly the affairs and activities of the Management 
Corporation are run & controlled from the office situated here in Delhi i.e. within the jurisdiction of this Tribunal. Apart 
from this, the domestic enquiry report Ex.MWl/3 clearly shows that the enquiry proceedings were conducted at Delhi 
against Shri Sanjeev Kumar, the claimant herein, relating to the misconduct during the period he was posted as Assistant 
(C&O), Northern Region at Tughlagabad, Delhi. The witnesses before the Inquiry Officer were examined at Delhi. As 
such, it does not lie in the mouth of the Management to argue that this Tribunal has no territorial jurisdiction to try and 
decide the claim petition. Accordingly, it is held that this Tribunal has jurisdiction to entertain and decide the claim 
petition. 

18. It has also been argued on behalf of the Management that in fact, the claimant/workman was removed from 
service vide order dated 26/3/2004 and the appeal filed by the workman was dismissed by the Ld. Appellate Authority 
vide order dated 29/6/2004 but no prayer challenging the order dated 26/3/2004 and/or order dated 29/6/2004 has been 
made in the claim petition and as such, the claim petition is not covered under Section 2-A of the Act. The claim 
petition is barred by time. 

19. Per contra, it has been argued by the claimant that the claim petition is well within time because the Special 
Leave Petition bearing No.7937 of 2013 preferred by him against the order dated 21/8/2012 passed by Division Bench 
of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi, was dismissed vide order dated 29/4/2013. Thereafter, the claimant had again preferred 
review application before Hon'ble High Court which too was dismissed vide order dated 27/3/2015. 

20. Perusal of the record shows that the claimant was removed from service by the Management vide order dated 
29/6/2004 on the basis of order dated 26/3/2004 of the Disciplinary Authority of the Management. The claimant had 
fiied a complaint bearing LCA/ID No. 11/2008 under Section 33-A of the Act on the ground that the Management failed 
to seek approval of the punishment from the Tribunal regarding his removal from service. The said complaint was 
decided by the Tribunal vide Award dated 27/7/2011 (Ex.WWl/53). whereby the order dated 26/3/2003 of the 
Disciplinary Authority of CCIL removing the claimant from service was declared to be null and void and 
Management/CCIL was directed to pay all dues of Shri Sanjeev Kumar deeming him to have continued in service of 
CCIL Against the said Award, the Management/CCIL approached Hon'ble High Court vide Writ Petition No.7387/2011 
but the Single Judge of Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 11/10/2011 (Ex.WWl/54) dismissed the said petition. 
Then, the Management again moved Hon”ble High Court vide LPA No.943/2011 and the Division Bench of Hon’ble 
High Court vide order dated 21/8/2012 set aside the judgement of Learned Single Judge and quashed the order dated 
27/7/2011 of the Industrial Tribunal which was passed on the application of claimant Sanjeev Kumar under Section 33- 
A of the Act. Thereafter, Special Leave Petition bearing No.7937 of 2013 was preferred by the claimant which was 
dismissed vide order dated 29/4/2013. Thereafter, the claimant had again preferred review application before Hon'ble 
High Court which too was dismissed vide order dated 27/3/2015. 

21. It is fairly settled that provisions of Section 2-A of the Act enables a workman to approach Labour Court or 
Industrial Tribunal directly, without requirement of reference by Govt, in the cases where any employer discharges, 
dismisses, retrenches or otherwise terminates the serviced of an individual workman, for adjudication of the dispute after 
expiry of forty five days from the date he makes an application to the Conciliation Officer of the Appropriate Govt. 
However, clause (3) of Section 2-A of the Act clearly provides that such an application/claim shall be made to the 
Labour Court or Tribunal before the expiry of three years from the date of his/her discharge, dismissal, 
retrenchment or otherwise termination of service. 

22. It appears that the claimant adopted a very casual approach for redressal of his grievance, inasmuch as the 
claim petition under Section 2-A of the Act was filed by him only on 5 th July, 2016, though the Management had 
imposed punishment of his removal from service vide order dated 29/6/2004 on the basis of report dated 26/3/2004 of 
Disciplinary Authority. Even if it is admitted for the sake of arguments that the claimant had earlier moved a complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act before the Tribunal, only in the year 2008, that is to say not before the expiry of three 
years from the date of his removal from service. As discussed in para 20 above, the Management/CCIL had filed LPA 
No.943/2011 before Hon'ble High Court against the judgement dated 10/10/2011 of Single Judge. While disposing & 
summing up of the said LPA, Division Bench of Hon’ble High Court in para 57 of the judgement dated 21/8/2012 had 
held as under :- 

"Though we have earlier observed that the question of justifiability of the disciplinary action was also required 
to be gone into in Section 33-A proceedings but having now found that there was no dispute requiring any 
application under Section 33)2)(b), the complaint under Section 33-A itself would be not maintainable. The 
question thus, of the justifiability of the disciplinary action of removal from service being tested in Section 33A 
proceedings or the matter being required to be remanded for the said purpose, does not arise. The remedy now 
of Shri Sanjeev Kumar is only to raise a dispute qua his termination.” 

As mentioned above, the Division Bench of Hon’ble High Court had clearly held that the remedy available with Sanjeev 
Kumar (claimant herein) was only to raise a dispute qua his termination but he did not raise any dispute qua his 
termination. Rather, he preferred Special Leave Petition bearing No.7937 of 2013 before Hon’ble Supreme Court, 





1362 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


against the aforesaid order of the Hon'ble High Court The SLP was also dismissed vide order dated 29/4/2013. 
Thereafter, the claimant had again preferred review application before Hon'ble High Court which too was dismissed 
vide order dated 27/3/2015. Even then the claimant did not take steps at the earliest because he filed the instant claim 
petition under Section 2-A of the Act only on 5 th July, 2016 i.e. after expiry of more than 15 months of the dismissal of 
his review application by the Hon'ble High Court. All this shows callousness on the part of the claimant/workman. 

23. Before concluding I may mention that during the course of arguments, the claimant had heavily relied on the 
decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Sree Narayana Dharmasanghom Trust Versus Swami 
Prakasanand & othrs, (1997) 6 SCC 778 to stress that order of Hon’ble Supreme Court dismissing his SLP in limine 
operates as a final order between the parties and the order passed by the Hon’ble High Court stands merged with the 
order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court and as such, the period of limitation be calculated from the order so passed by 
Hon’ble Supreme Court. It is reiterated that the SLP so filed by the claimant herein against the order dated 21/8/2012 of 
the Hon'ble High Court was dismissed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court vide order dated 29/4/2013. Even in such a 
situation, the claimant ought to have filed the present petition under Section 2-A of the Act, latest by 29-4-2016 which 
was not done by him, rather the present petition was filed only on 5/7/2016. It has been held in the case of 
Smt. Swapana Adhikari Versus State of West Bengal, 2014 LLR 498 (CaL.) that under no circumstances, the 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court can accept and decide such an application under Section 2-A of the Act after expiry of 
three years. Hon'ble Apex Court in the case titled Ajaib Singh Versus The Sirhind Co-operative Marketing-cum- 
Processing Service Society Limited and another ,AIR 1999 SC 1351 has held that provisions of Limitation Act are 
not applicable to the proceedings under the Limitation Act. Hon’ble Karnataka High Court in the case of M/s. Itc 
Infotech India Ltd. Versus Mr Venkataramana Uppada (W.P. No. 27510/2015 -decided on 3/3/2016) held that the 
provisions of Section 2-A of the Act are mandatory and that on the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, 
dismissal etc., the right to invoke Section 2-A of the Act would stand extinguished. 

24. Having regard to the legal position as explained above as well as the facts & circumstances of the case, this 
Tribunal is of the considered view that there is inordinate delay in moving the instant claim petition and it is held that the 
claim so filed by the claimant is patently barred by time and the claim petition is liable to be dismissed on this score 
alone. This issue is therefore decided accordingly against the claimant. 

Issue No. 2 and 3 

25. In view of my findings on issue No.l and 2-A above, these issues have become redundant and no findings 
are called for. 

Relief 

In the light of the aforesaid, this Tribunal is constrained to hold that the present claim petition being hopelessly barred by 
limitation is liable to be dismissed. Award is passed accordingly. 

Date : 11.09.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


S# f4Mf, 13 RTS, 2019 

ST. 31T. 466.—ffSTS arffRlW 1947 (1947 ST 14) 4f STRT 17 4 *U+k 

in# ^ fw RHdlP.il hRjI'H, sTRST, S# 3?p- 3FT TS SS4 +4-4I'D 4 TSWT 4 4s^[ R)4M4l' 3f(T 
ss4snwrfr4appis4Riffs'sfNfrRfrf4ns4 Vfi4 rtstt afkfiRls 3rf4rTT per m -4I4M4-1 si 
f44f4 wis (4s44wr 40/2017) if ■hum- 1 , #26.02.2019 4twfp4i 

[4. wr-42025/03/2019-3Jri31R (fpj)] 
ft. 4. srpr, spprFT srffsrfl' 


New Delhi, the 13th March, 2019 

S.O. 466. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The M/s. 
Good Year Security Services, Dwarka, New Delhi and. Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 26.02.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA 

COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 40/2017 


Shri Raj Kumar s/o. s/o, Shri Sultan Singh, 

C/o. Delhi Pradesh Factory & Dehari Mazdoor Congress, 

627, Baba Farid Puri, 

West Patel Nagar, Delhi 8 ... Workman/Claimant 


Versus 

1. M/s. Good Year Security Services, 

203, Vikash Suriya Okard, Sector 11, 

Plot No. 8, Ashirwad Chowk, Dwarka, 

New Delhi 75. 

2. Ram Manohar Lohia Hospital, 

Baba Kharak Singh Marg, 

New Delhi -01 .. .Management/Respondents 


AWARD 

This is a claim directly filed by the workman/claimant Raj Kumar under Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act (hereinafter referred to as “the Act”), with the averments that he was appointed by Management No. 1 on the post of 
Security Guard in the month of December, 2009 and was deputed to work with the Management No.2. His last drawn 
wages were Rs.6000/- per month. The workman used to work sincerely, honestly and without any complaint to the 
Managements. His last drawn wages were Rs.6800/- per month. Management No.l and 2 used to take work for 10 
hours per day but the Management no.l has not paid over time wages and other legal facilities viz. ESI, PF, casual leave, 
yearly increment and minimum wages. Ultimately at the persistent demand of the workman, he was provided with PF 
and ESI facilities but the management No. 1 got annoyed with him and in order to get rid of him, the Management No.l 
illegally terminated the workman from services without any rhyme or reason on 12/4/2016. The workman approached 
the Conciliation Officer but to no avail. A demand notice was sent to the Management through the Union but to no 
response. It is pleaded that the workman had worked continuously with the management since the day of his joining in 
December, 2009 till his illegal termination on 12/4/2016 and as such he worked for more than 240 days with the 
Management. It is also pleaded that after illegal termination, the workman searched for the job at many places but does 
not find any job and as such he is completely unemployed and dependent upon his family. Prayer has been made for 
reinstatement of the workman with full back wages and all consequential benefits. 

2. Notice of the claim petition was issued to the Managements but none appeared on behalf of the Management 
No.l. Though Shri Ajay Ekk, UDC and Murari Kumar, LDC appeared on behalf of Management No.2 in response to 
the notice issued and took time to file written statement, however. Management no.2 also opted not to participate in the 
proceedings and as such the case was proceeded ex parte against both the Managements vide order dated 2/4/2017. 

3. In order to prove his case, the workman examined himself as WW1 & tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A and 
relied on documents Ex.WW/1 to Ex.WW 1/8. 

4. I have heard Shri Ajit Singh, A/R for the workman./claimant and have gone through the record carefully. 

5. I may mention that affidavit Ex.WWl/A filed by the claimant is in line with the averments made in the claim 
petition. He has filed on record copy of the complaint/representation dated 26/4/2016 which he had moved to the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner/Conciliation Officer; copy of the certificate Ex.WWl/2 issued by the Conciliation Officer 
regarding no settlement arrived at during the conciliation proceedings; copies of identity cards Ex.WW1/3 to Ex.WWl/6 
issued by Management NO.l M/s Good Year Security Services; copy of ESI card as Ex.WWl/7 and copy of PF 
statement as Ex.WW 1/8 for the period from 

1/4/2010 to 1/5/2014. Perusal of these documents clearly substantiate the claim of the claimant/workman that it was the 
Management No.l who had appointed him on the post of Security Guard in December, 2009 and worked for more than 
six years. As such, it stands proved on record that there existed relationship of employer-employee exclusively between 
the Management No. 1 and the claimant herein and that the claimant falls within the definition of “workman” as provided 
under Section 2(S) of the Act. 

6. The version of the claimant that the Management No.l illegally terminated his services on 12/4/2016 in 
violation of the provisions of Section 25-F and 25-G of the Act and that since then he is unemployed, has gone 
unchallenged and unrebutted. The Management No. 1 has not come forward either to deny or rebut the allegations of the 
claimant/workman or to show that services of the claimant were retrenched/terminated after serving him a prior notice or 
payment of compensation in lieu of notice period as required under Section 25-F of the Act. There is long line of 
decisions of Hon'ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are 
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mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act will render whole action of the Management Bank to be illegal and wrong under the law. 

7. In his affidavit, the workman has specifically stated after illegal termination, the workman searched for the job 
at many places but does not find any job and as such he is completely unemployed and dependent upon his family. The 
Management has not adduced any evidence to show that the claimant is gainfully employed somewhere else on full 
time/regular basis. Even if it is assumed that the workmen is doing some intermittent or adhoc work to make his both 
ends meet on daily wage basis, that would not itself amount to gainful employment. In the circumstances, it is held that 
action of the Management in terminating the service of the workmen is totally illegal and wrong and is in violation of 
Section 25-F of the Act. 

8. Now the residual question is whether workman is entitled to be reinstated with full back wages. It depends on 
number of factors - whether workman was regular, temporary or daily wager; he was recruited in proper manner or 
whether his work is of regular and temporary nature; length of service or delay in approaching the Tribunal and whether 
termination is in gross violation of provisions of the Act. 

9. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deevali Gundu Sunvase v. Kranti Junior Adhvapak Mahavidvalava" 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 

“The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting back 
wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the 
Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the 
employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to 
prove that the employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden 
of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the 
employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

10. The Hon'ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/ employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Sharing \A. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

11. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the employer is found to be totally, in that eventuality the workman is 
required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the removal of an order 
terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the workmen alongwith 
payment of back wages. 

12. Hon'ble Apex Court in the case General Manager. Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, reported as 2005 
SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under :- 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the 
termination of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host 
of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of 
the vacancy or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad 
hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job 
and the like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the 
important factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had 
rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services 
are wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this 
age and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. 
However, where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for 
the complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular sendee of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a colander year.” 
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16. Having regard to the background of the case, legal position as discussed above, coupled with the fact that the 
claimant was performing duty as a Security Guard - a job of regular/perennial nature of job, this Tribunal is of the firm 
view that the claimant herein is entitled for reinstatement into service, with 50 per cent back wages to the post held by 
him, inasmuch as termination of the claimant/workman by Management No.l is per-se illegal. Award is passed 
accordingly against Management No.l. 

Date : 7.2.2019 

AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

FifMT, 13 TTTW, 2019 

^FT. 3fT. 467—sMlHIT f^TR- 1947 (1947 FT 14) # STRT 17 % WFF if itrfTT W 

Ff 4 FS^ST-F^-WT fFT&TF, FTFftF TFFF R4I-H f?lFF, F§ aftT 3FF 4,441-0 % 7IFHFF % 

fts Pi 4 n44 3^t +4+i -0 % #4 ffff if aft^Ti Rl 4 if 4 4 i 41 < aft^Ti Rl 4 arf^FTF rf 
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New Delhi, the 13th March, 2019 

S.O. 467. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Chairman-cum-Managing Director, Indian Tourism Development Corporation, Nagar, Delhi and. Others, and their 
workmen which were received by the Central Government on 26.02.2019. 

[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

ID No. 40/2012 

Shri Santosh & 9 others, represented by 
Shri S.S. Upadhyay, General Secretary, 

All India ITDC Mazdoor Janta Union 
C-48-49 Staff Quarters, 

Ashok Hotel, 

50-B, Chanakyapuri, 

New Delhi - 110 021 ... Workman 


Versus 


The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, 

Indian Tourism Development Corporation, 

SCOPE Building, 

Core 8, 6 th Floor, 6 Lodhi Road, 

New Delhi .. .Management 


AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received vide letter No.L-42011/96/ 2011- IR(DU) dated 06.02.2012 under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and Section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for 
adjudication of an industrial disputes, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the action of the management of ITDC in not regularizing the services of Shri Santosh Kumar & 9 
others (as per annexure enclosed) as demanded by All India ITDC Mazdoor Janta Union with all consequential 
benefits retrospectively is just, fair and legal?’ 
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2. After receipt of the above reference, both the parties were put to notice and workmen herein filed statement of 
claim giving particulars of their employment with ITDC (in short management) which is as under: 


S.No. 

Name of Employee 

Father’s Name 

Working since 

1 . 

Shri Santosh Kumar 

Shri Sunil Kumar 

1999 

2. 

Shri Bharat Arya 

Shri Jaswan Ram Arya 

2002 

3. 

Shri Karan Kanojiya 

Late Jagdish Praad 

2003 

4. 

Shri Sumit Das 

Late Bhagwaj Das 

2004 

5. 

Shri Deepak 

Shri Narendra Singh 

2004 

6. 

Shri Monu 

Shri Rajendra Singh 

2005 

7. 

Shri Ajit 

Late Shri Ashok Mehta 

2004 

8. 

Shri Tarkeshwara Tiwari 

Shri B.R. Tiwari 

2004 

9. 

Shri Jitendra Kumar 

Shri Sunil Kumar 

2005 

10. 

Shri Amar Singh 

Shri B.S. Mehta 

2005 


3. Management, Vigyan Bhawan’s VVIP Catering is a unit of ITDC, which is a public Sector undertaking and has 
its own standing orders. The management of Vigyan Bhawan has been changing the contractor from time to time and the 
management is using the services of the above claimants through M/s Beads Services Group and M/s Suraksha Security 
Agency and the claimants continued to work under them. The job carried out by the claimants is of perennial nature and 
they are working continuously 8 hours a day, including performing extra duties. Officials of the Hotel used to mark 
attendance of the claimants herein and also assigned work and job to the workmen, supervise their job and are working 
under administrative control of the management. As per Contract Labour Act, 1970, claimants are entitled to same 
wages to which their regular counterparts are getting in the same Department/category on regular basis. But the Hotel is 
paying minimum wages to them as declared by Delhi Government from time to time, which is in violation of the 
Contract Labour Act, 1970. The job carried out by the claimants is of perennial nature and is carried out through 
contractors. Management of Ashok Hotel is not registered with Labour Department and the so called contractors are also 
having no licence from Labour Department; as such contract between the management of Ashok Hotel and the contractor 
are sham, camouflage and not genuine. ITDC has an EPF Trust and the PF contribution is deposited in EPF Trust of 
ITDC and the PF of the employee concerned is retained by the contractor contrary to the decision of Delhi High Court in 
WP(C) 3762/78-2004. The claimants were deployed by the management after proper selection and interview and are 
working against the permanent posts lying vacant for years. The claimants have put in more than 240 days in each 
calendar year. Finally, it has been prayed that the claimants may be regularized in the minimum pay scale of Rs.4060- 
5385 as revised from 01.01.2007 from the date they have been working with the management. 

4. Claim was demurred by the management, who filed written statement thereto taking various preliminary 
objections. It has been alleged that the claim is misconceived, ill conceived and not tenable and is not maintainable 
against the management as the claimants are not employees of the management but of the contractors. There is no cause 
of action of the claimant against the management. Answering management is neither necessary party nor an appropriate 
party for adjudication of the claim. Liability towards the claimants, if any, is that of the contractor who has engaged the 
claimants. It is further averred that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to decide the case. On merits, management has 
denied most of the averments made in the statement of claim. However, it has been admitted that the claimants were 
employees of the contractors and were employed at some point of time under the contract awarded to the contractor by 
the management. The said contracts were awarded purely on temporary basis for a period of one year. As such, the 
claimants are employees of the said contractor and not that of the management. It has been prayed that that the claim 
may be rejected. 

5. Rejoinder was filed on behalf of the claimants to the statement of defence filed by the management wherein the 
stand taken in the statement of claim was reiterated. 

6. Against this factual background, this Tribunal on the basis of pleadings of the parties, vide an order dated 
10.12.2015 framed the following issues: 

(i) Whether the claimants are employees of M/s Suraksha Security Agency, the contactor or Indian 
Tourism Development Corporation? 

(ii) Whether the contract between Indian Tourism Development Corporation and M/s. Suraksha Security 
Agency for providing VVIP Catering at Vigyan Bhawan is sham/bogus? It yes, its effects. 

(iii) As in terms of reference 

7. Claimant, in support of their claim, examined Shri Karan Kanojia (WW1), Shri Bharat Chand Arya (WW2), 
Shri Ajit Kumar (WW3), Shri Santosh Kumar (WW4), Shri Monu (WW5), Shri Rama Kant Awasthy (WW6), 
Shri Sumit (WW7), Shri Amar Singh (WW8), Shri Deepak (WW9), Shri Tarakeshwa r(WW10), Shri litender Kumar 
(WW11) whose affidavits are Ex.WWl/A to Ex.WWll/A respectively. The claimant also relied on documents 
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Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/12, Ex.WW2/l to Ex.WW2/10, Ex.WW3/l to Ex.WW3/8, Ex.WW4/l to Ex.WW4/33, 
Ex.WW5/l to Ex.WW5/12, Ex.WW7/l to Ex.WW7/ll, Ex.WW8/l to Ex.WW8/9, Ex.WW9/l to Ex.WW9/8, 
Ex.WWIO/l to Ex.WW10/8 and Ex.WWll/1 to Ex.WWll/17 but WW6 did not rely on any documents. Management 
in order to rebut the case of the claimants, examined Shri Aditya Nanda, Manager(Hotel Operations) as MW1 whose 
affidavit is Ex.MWl/A and he also relied on documents Ex.MWl/1 to Ex. MW1/3. 

8. I have heard Shri S.S. Upadhyay, A/R for the claimant and Shri B.K.Singh, A/R for the management. 

9. Affidavits filed by most of the workmen are on the similar lines. It is clear from perusal of the above affidavits 
that it is in consonance with the averments contained in the statement of claim. The claimants have been subjected to 
cross examination by the management and it has been admitted that no appointment letter was issued in their favour and 
they were engaged on the job by the management. They have further admitted that payment of salary was made to the 
claimants by the contractor after receiving the same from the management(Ashok Hotel). Contractor also used to deduct 
provident fund contribution from the wags of the claimant and as per rule, this contribution ought to have been 
deposited in the Trust Account. He has specifically denied that claimants were employees by M/s Suraksha Security 
Agency and clarified that employees of the management used to supervise the work of the claimants and assign job to 
them. Their attendance was also marked by the management and the claimants unemployed as on date. 

10. It is necessary to mention at the outset that the contractor. M/s. Suraksha Security Services has not been 
examined either by the workman herein nor the management. Admittedly, M/s. Suraksha Security Services has not 
been arrayed as a party in the present reference. During the course of arguments, it was not disputed that the workman 
herein were deployed in F&B Service Department and looking after the job of service of the VIPs from the dates 
mentioned in Annexure A. Later on, their services were terminated and now they are not at all in employment of the 
management. It was also not disputed that annual contracts is being given by the management of Ashok Hotel from time 
to time to different contractors, though employees mostly remained the same. 

11. Now, the vital question which requires consideration in the present case is whether the workmen were in the 
employment of the management or were deployed by M/s Suraksha Security Services from the date mentioned in 
Annexure A. Equally important is also the question whether agreement between the management and M/s Suraksha 
Security Service is genuine or the same is simply sham and a camouflage so as to deny status of workmen under the 
principal employer herein. It is also appropriate to refer to the statement of Shri Aditya Nanda, MW1, who specifically 
alleged in the affidavit that the claimants were employees of M/s Suraksha Security Services and presently with Mass 
Management. He has further averred that the management is registered under the provisions of Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 and Certificate of Registration dated 12.09.2006 of Suaksha Security Services is 
Ex.MWl/1. It is clear from the cross examination of this witness that he is an employee of ITDC and is working with the 
management since 01.07.2007. Thus, during the relevant period, i.e. period prior to termination of the claimants herein, 
he was not working with the management. It is, further, admitted that the claimant are working with the management as 
on date alongwith permanent employees and that the management is marking the attendance of the claimants herein. It 
is further clarified that in April 2012 contract of Suraksha Security Agency stands expired and at present contract is 
awarded to M/s Mass Management. 

12. It is pertinent to mention here that this witness has admitted in his cross examination that he is looking after the 
catering work in Vigyan Bhawan, the claimants are also working with permanent employees and the overall control over 
the workers pertaining to catering was that of the management. 

13. During the course of arguments, Shri Upadhyay, learned authorized representative appearing on behalf of the 
claimant place strong reliance upon the case of Steel Authority of India Ltd. and others Vs. National Union Waterfront 
Workers and others (2001) 7 SCC 1, wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court considered extensively various provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as well as Contract Labour Act, 1970 alongwith relevant notification issued under 
Section 10 of the Contract Labour Act, 1970. A critical appraisal of the above judgement would show that the Hon’ble 
Apex Court has taken into consideration the entire spectrum of the case law on the subject and held in para 107 as under: 

107. An analysis of the cases, discussed above, shows that they fall in three classes: (i) where contract labour is 
engaged in or in connection with the work of an establishment and employment of contract labour is prohibited 
either because the industrial adjudicator/court ordered abolition of contract labour or because the appropriate 
Government issued notification under Section 10(1) of the CLRA Act, no automatic absorption of the contract 
labour working in the establishment was ordered; (ii) where the contract was found to be a sham and nominal, 
rather a camouflage, in which case the contract labour working in the establishment of the principal employer 
were held, in fact and in reality, the employees of the principal employer himself. Indeed, such cases do not 
relate to abolition of contract labour but present instances wherein the Court pierced the veil and declared the 
correct position as a fact at the stage after employment of contract labour stood prohibited; (iii) where in 
discharge of a statutory obligation of maintaining a canteen in an establishment the principal employer availed 
the services of a contractor the courts have held that the contract labour would indeed be the employees of the 
principal employer. 

14. Ratio of the above judgement has been cited with approval in all the subsequent pronouncement by the various 
High Courts as well as the Hon’ble Supreme Court and while making various conclusions, ratio of he law in Hussanbhai 
case (three judgements decision) was approved and ratio of the judgement in Air India Statutory Corporation Vs. United 
Labour Union (1997) 9 SCC 377 was partly overruled prospectively. It was also made clear that neither Section 10 of the 
Contract Labour Ac nor any other provisions under the Act, whether expressly or by necessary implication provides for 
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automatic absorption of the contact labour on issuance of notification by the appropriate Government under sub-section 1 
of Section 10 prohibiting employment of contract labour in any process, operation or other work in any establishment. 
Mater is to be decided judiciously by the Industrial Adjudicator where a contractor has been interposed either on the 
ground of having undertaken to produce any given result for the establishment or for supply of contract labour for the 
work of the establishment under a genuine contract or is merely a ruse/camouflage to evade compliance with various 
beneficial legislations so as to deprive the workers of the benefit thereunder. If the contract is found to be not genuine 
but a mere camouflage, the so called contract labour will be treated as employees of the principal employer who shall be 
directed to regularize services of the contract labour in the establishment concerned, subject to the conditions as may be 
specified by it for that purpose in the light of para 6 hereunder: 

(6) If the contract is found to be genuine and prohibition notification under Section 10(1) of the CLRA Act in 
respect of the concerned establishment has been issued by the appropriate Government, prohibiting employment 
of contract labour in any process, operation or other work of any establishment and where in such process, 
operation or other work of the establishment the principal employer intends to employ regular workmen he shall 
give preference to the erstwhile contract labour, if otherwise found suitable and, if necessary, by relaxing the 
condition as to maximum age appropriately taking into consideration the age of the workers at the time of their 
initial employment by the contractor and also relaxing the condition as to academic qualifications other than 
technical qualifications. 

15. This Tribunal has to keep one thing in mind that the Industrial Disputes Act as well as Contract Labour Act. 
Essential and beneficial legislation of the scheme of the Contract Labour Act 1970 is to regulate conditions of workers 
under the contract labour system and to provide for its abolition by the appropriate Government as provided under 
Section 10 of the said Act. Section 12 of the said Act bars a contractor from undertaking or executing any work through 
contract labour, except under and in accordance with a licence issued. Section 23, 24 and 25 of the Act makes 
contravention of provisions of the Act punishable thereunder. There is also requirement for the principal employer of the 
establishment to get itself registered under the Act so as to avail the benefit of provisions of the Act. 

16. In Durgapur Casual workers Union vs. Food Corporation of India(2015) 2 SCC 786, question of sham, bogus or 
such contract labour was considered by Hon’ble Ape Court and the management in the said case also came with the plea 
that the workmen were directly employed by the contractors as contract labour and as such, there was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the management and the workmen. Matrix of the case also shows that Food 
Corporation of India, i.e. the management had set up rice mill which was being run by successive contactors who have 
engaged contract labour. Rice mill was ultimately closed in the year 1990-91 and workers were employed by the 
Corporation as casual labour on daily basis. Later on, such workers raised an industrial dispute for regularization of their 
services as they were working under various contactors since long but were doing work for the management who was 
exercising supervisory control over them. Management also came with the pleading that demand of the workmen was in 
fact illegal and they were simply engaged as casual labour. Tribunal as well as Hon’ble High Court passed award in 
favour of the workman directing regularization of their services and their retrenchment by Food Corporation of India was 
held to be illegal. In intra court appeal, Division Bench of High Court set aside the judgement of the Single Judge, as 
such, matter was taken to the Hon’ble Apex Court who upheld the order of the Single Judge of the High Court as well as 
that of the Industrial Tribunal. It was also observed that FCI had committed unfair trade practice and terminated their 
services illegally instead of absorbing them. Contention of the management that their employment was to the contrary to 
the directions given by the Constitution Bench of Hon’ble Apex Court in Uma Devi case was rejected by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court by observing as under: 

“34. It is true that the case of Dharwad District PWD Literate Daily Wage Employees Association vs. State 
of Karnataka (1990 2 SCC 396) arising out of industrial adjudication has been considered in Umadevi 
(3) (2006 (4) SCC1) and that decision has been held to be not laying down the correct law but a careful 
and complete reading of decision in Umadevi (3) leaves no manner of doubt that what this Court was 
concerned in Umadevi (3) was the exercise of power by the High Courts under Article 226 and this 
Court under Article 32 of the Constitution of India in the matters of public employment where the 
employees have been engaged as contractual, temporary or casual workers not based on proper 
selection as recognized by the rules or procedure and yet orders of their regularization and conferring 
them status of permanency have been passed. 

35. Umadevi (3) is an authoritative pronouncement for the proposition that Supreme Court 
(Article 32) and High Courts (Article 226) should not issue directions of absorption, regularization or 
permanent continuance of temporary, contractual, casual, daily wage or ad-hoc employees unless the 
recruitment itself was made regularly in terms of constitutional scheme. 

36. Umadevi(3) does not denude the Industrial and Labour Courts of their statutory power under 
Section 30 read with Section 32 of MRTU & PULP Act to order permanency of the workers who have 
been victim of unfair labour practice on the part of the employer under item 6 of Schedule IV where 
the posts on which they have been working exists. Umadevi (3) cannot be held to have overridden the 
powers of Industrial and Labour Courts in passing appropriate order under Section 30 of MRTU & 
PULP Act, once unfair labour practice on the part of the employer under item 6 of Schedule IV is 
established.” 
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17. Reliance was also placed upon the case of Management of Ashok Hotel vs Their Workmen decided on 
19.02.2013 in WP(C) No.14828/2006 wherein similar question was involved. It was a case where various workmen were 
working continuously as safaiwala/Housemen in the kitchen department etc. and they were alleged to be working 
directly under the contactor who has entered into a contract with the principal employer, i.e. Ashok Hotel. Strong 
reliance was placed on behalf of the workmen upon ratio of the case in Steel Authority of India (supra) and contention of 
the management to the effect that workmen were employees of the contractor was rejected. Further, contract in the said 
case was also held to be sham and camouflage so as to deny direct relationship of employer and the workmen. 

18. In the case in hand also, situation is almost similar and there is ample evidence on record, as discussed above, to 
show that the workman herein were working under the direct supervision of the management. Work of catering at 
Vigyan Bhawan, as is evident from statement of MW1, is regular and perennial in nature. It is further clear that contract 
is being awarded to different contractors on yearly basis and in the year 2011 it was M/s Suraksha Security Services to 
whom contract of employment was given by the management. The said contract in the light of the ratio of the decision 
in Steel Authority of India coupled with evidence on record is held to be sham and a mere camouflage so as to deny 
relationship of employer and the workman herein. 

19. It is further clear from the critical appraisal of the above judgements that services of the workman is taken in 
connection with the work of the establishment, by the principal employer through contractor, in that eventuality, 
contractor merely acts as an agent or a broker on behalf of the principal employer and the workman in such a situation 
would continue to the a direct employee of the principal employer and not that of the agent or the broker. In the case in 
hand also, it is clear from the evidence on record, that the workmen herein were admittedly working in the Catering 
Department of the management regularly, though alleged to be in the employment of M/s Suraksha Security Service. 
Supervisory control upon them remained with that of the management. 

20. Shri Nanda has admitted in his cross examination dated 02.06.2015 as well as during the course of arguments, 
that several posts of various categories are lying vacant in the establishment of the management and have not been filled 
up so far as the Central Government has not granted permission to fill up the same. In such a situation, one thing is 
crystal clear that though the work of the workman herein who were admittedly working in the catering job of the 
management is regular in nature, yet the management is running the job of catering by deploying workers through 
contractors.. It is further clear that management has adopted this devise so as to deprive the workmen of regular 
employment and deprive them of their permanent livelihood, which is totally against the spirit of Contract Labour Act, 
1970 wherein it is clearly provided that when a work is regular or permanent in nature, there is no question of employing 
contract labour. 

21. In view of the emphatic pronouncements made in the various rulings discussed above, this Tribunal is left with 
no choice except to hold that the claimants herein are also working since 2002 and their salaries have been revised from 
time to time, as such, there is relationship of employer-employee between the management and the claimants herein. 
Consequently, it is held that Shri Santosh Kumar and 9 others as mentioned in para 2 above, the claimants herein are 
entitled to be regularized in accordance with the Regulations/policy of the management applicable in this behalf. An 
award is accordingly passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th March, 2019 

S.O. 468. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 162/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Management, National Technical Research Organization, New Delhi and. Others, and their workmen which were 
received by the Central Government on 22.02.2019. 

[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

ID No. 162/2018 

Shri Radha Krishan Yadav, S/o Shri Rameshwar Lai, 

R/o House No.946, Block - C, 

Netaji Nagar, 

New Delhi - 110 023 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Management, 

National Technical Research Organization, 

Block - m. Old JNU Campus, 

New Delhi - 110 067 .. .Management 


AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received vide letter No.L-42012/03/2018-IR( DU) dated 21.03.2018 under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and Section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for 
adjudication of an industrial disputes, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the services of Shri Radha Krishan Yadav, who had worked as MTS on adhoc basis from 27.04.2009 
to 30.08.2010 were terminated by the management of National Technical Research Organization (NTRO) on 
30.08.2010 or the workman on being posted to Bhilai/Vishakhapatnam left on his volition, as claimed by the 
management? (2) It he has been terminated, then is the action of management of National Technical Research 
Organization (NTRO) in terminating his services fair, just & legal? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to? (3) Is the workman also entitled to other dues as claimed of not being paid? If yes, what directions 
are necessary in this regard? “ 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of 
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Radha Krishan Yadav, the workman, opted not to file his claim statement with the 
Tribunal. 

3. Further, on receipt of the above reference, notice was also sent to the workman as well as the management. 
Neither the postal article, referred above, was received back undelivered nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected during the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that 
the above notice was served upon the workman. Despite service of the notice, the workman opted to abstain from the 
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim' award. 
However, it will not debar Shri Radha Krishan Yadav, the claimant, from seeking relief afresh as there is no 
adjudication of the reference on merits. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated : February 14, 2019 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th March, 2019 

S.O. 469. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 151/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1 New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The Senior 
DGM (HR & A), Bharat Electronics Limited, Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh and, Others, and their workmen which were 
received by the Central Government on 26.02.2019. 

[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

ID No. 151/2018 


i. The General Secretary, 

Bharat Electronic Shramik Trade Union (BESTU), 

C/o Bharat Electronics Limited, 

Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh - 201 010 

ii. The General Secretary, 

Bharat Electronics Mazdoor Union (BEMU), 

C/o Bharat Electronics Limited. 

Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh - 201 010 

iii. The General Secretary, 

Bharat Electronics Production Karmik Union (BEPKU), 

C/o Bharat Electronics Limited, 

Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh - 201 010 

iv. The General Secretary, 

Bharat Electronics Mazdoor Union (BMS), 

C/o Bharat Electronics Limited, 

Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh - 201 010 

v. The General Secretary, 

Bharat Electronics Employees Union, (BEEU), 

C/o Bharat Electronics Limited, 

Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh - 201 010 .. .Workmen 


Versus 


The Senior DGM (HR & A), 

Bharat Electronics Limited, 

Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh - 201 010 .. .Management 


AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received vide letter No.L-42011/196/2017-IR(DU) dated 27.02.2018 under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and Section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for 
adjudication of an industrial disputes, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat Electronics Ltd. Ghaziabad in proposing changes in the 
CMA(Contributory Medical Attenance) Rules in vogue in the company by issuing the notice dated 04.10.2013 
under Section 9-A of the ID Act, 1947 is legal and justified? If not, what relief are the Unions/concerned 
workmen entitled to? ’ ’ 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of 
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, the Unions/concerned workmen, opted not to file their claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. Further, on receipt of the above reference, notice was also sent to the Unions/concerned workmen as well as the 
management. Neither the postal article, referred above, was received back undelivered nor was it observed by the 
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Tribunal that postal services remained affected during the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in 
favour of the fact that the above notice was served upon the Unions/concerned workmen. Despite service of the notice, 
the Unions/concerned workmen opted to abstain from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on their behalf. 
Thus, it is clear that the Unions/concerned workmen are not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the Unions/concerned workmen have neither put in their appearance nor have they led any evidence so as 

to prove their cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No 
Dispute/ClainT award. However, it will not debar the Unions/concerned workmen, from seeking relief afresh as there is 
no adjudication of the reference on merits. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 


Dated : February 20, 2019 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


#1##, 18RT4, 2019 

^FT. W. 470.—3)141 PH arf&f^TPr 1947, (1947 W 14)#HT7T 17 4 3104 4 n V q,I; 

4Ktfl4 3UJ|4.P4tfPr 44DT HTSTPT WET, 3# WT# 4 WSFTT % 

3# 444131 % #4 spp-y 4 «PH t#TF? 4 VsSH 43413 4141 PH srf&^nrr Ip rn -4I4M4, 

pr 4 44TH:(3k44wr 12/2009) 4r413#|4t4^4r31341304.12.20184twfp;4i 

[4. wr-42011 /09/2009-strf sir (fpj)] 

4. 3Tp, 3PJWT srf## 


New Delhi, the 18th March, 2019 

S.O. 470. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Pune, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Indian 
Instuitute of Tropical Meterology Pashan, Pune and. Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 04.12.2018. 


[No. L-42011/09/2009-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI. P.R. BHAVAKE-PATIL, PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT PUNE 

REFERENCE (IT) NO. 12 OF 2009 
CNR NO. MHIC120001372009 


Indian Institute of Tropical Meterology 
Dr. Homi Bhabha Road 

Pashan. Pune 411 008 .. .First Party 


And 


Mr. Tushar Madhukar Khadake 
& 20 Others 
C/o. M.S. Sapkal 

39, Aundh Road, Chandramani Sangh 

Khadaki, Pune ...Second Party 

CORAM : SHRI. P.R. BHAVAKE-PATIL, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, PUNE. 

APPEARANCES : ► Smt. S.R. Mharolkar, Ld. Advocate for the First Party. 

► Shri. Patel, Union Representative for the Second Party. 

AWARD 


(Dated 2nd November, 2018) 

The reference is made by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour u/s 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
This dispute is between the management of Indian, Institute of Tropical Meterology, Pashan, Pune and its workmen. 





1374 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


The dispute between the parties is about the termination of services of Shri. TusharMadhukarKhadake and 20 others. 
The reference is made to find out that whether the action taken by the management of terminating the services of Shri. 
TusharKhadake and 20 other employees dated 17.4.2008 is legal and justified, and what relief the workmen are entitled 
to ? 

2. Notices were issued to both the parties. The Second Party i.e. workmen have filed their statement of claim vide 
Exh. 14 and the First Party has filed its written statement at Exh. C-4. According to the First Party, they are workmen 
within the definition of section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. There is employer-employee relationship 
between them. Without following due process of law their services have been terminated. Hence, the First Party be 
directed to reinstate them and pay them salary and other benefits from the date of termination i.e. 17.4.2008. 

3. It is claimed by the Second Party that they were working as "Gardener’' and “Sweeper” since last 1-18 years 
before termination of their services dated 17.4.2008. They have discharged their duties properly and with integrity. 
They were being paid monthly salary of Rs. 4,227/-. They have worked continuously for 240 days in a year. Even 
though they were treated as seasonal workmen. In fact they are permanent workmen. They are not made permanent. 
Without considering the seniority of the employees only 3-5 workmen are made permanent by the Officers of the First 
Party. Therefore, the Second Party had raised industrial dispute before the Labour Commissioner. The First Party 
illegally transferred services of these workmen to the contractor. The Second Party has opposed for the same and raised 
industrial dispute. The act of contractors of First Party amounts to unfair labour practice. Therefore, all the workmen 
have become member of MavalTaluka General Sanghatana, District Pune, and raised grievances to the Government of 
India about their status and salary. As per agreement between both the parties before the DivisionalLabour Commissioner, 
Government of India, Pune, dated 18.1.2008, the First Party has paid arrears of salary for the month of October to 
December 2007 before the Divisional Labour Commissioner Pune, on 18.1.2008. So also the First Party has paid further 
salary from January 2008 to March 2008 through cheque dated 9.4.2008. The First party failed to pay wages since 
1.4.2008 to 16.4.2008. The First Party restrained them to join their duties and thereby terminated their services. The 
First Party by taking policy decision have transferred their services to the contractor and thereby committed illegal acts. 
They have also violated the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act by transferring the services of the Second Party during 
pendency of the conciliation proceeding before the conciliator. 

4. It is further contended that the First Party conducted its business through Board of Directors. The First Party 
has its private Board of Directors. They have accepted rules of the Central Government. In all about 300 workmen are 
working properly in the said establishment. They are given Sixth Pay benefits. On the other hand, the First Party is 
paying the minimum wages to the Second party. There is no equality in pay of the Second Party and other permanent 
workmen of the First party. The First Party has its business of making research on different projects and in the field of 
meterology in all its aspects including weather modification, with special reference to tropics and sub-tropics on the basis 
of funds provided by the Central Government. By making research on various aspects, the First Party is earning profits 
by sale of said products and therefore, it is an Industry within the meaning of the reported ruling in the case of Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A.V. Rajappa and Others reported in 1978 (1) LLJ 349 and Allahabad Textiles 
Industries Research Association Vs. Mumbai Rajya reported in 1960 (2) LLJ 720. Hence, the reference be allowed and 
the reliefs claimed in the statement of claim be granted. 

5. The First Party has strongly resisted claim of the Second party in its written statement at Exh. C-4. According 
to the First Party, the dispute is not legal, proper and maintainable. The First Party is a society registered under the 
Societies Registration Act. It is an autonomous research organisation under the administrative control of Ministry of 
Earth Science. It is run under the executive control of Governing Council whose members are appointed by the Central 
Government. The Director who is the Chief Executive of the Institute is appointed by the Governing Council with the 
prior approval of the Central Government. It is run mainly from the funds received from the Government and grants, 
gifts, donations or other contributions approved by the Central Government. The annual budget of the Institute is drawn 
up as per the instructions and prior approval of the Central Government. The objects or the functions of the Institute are 
mainly to promote, guide and conduct research in the field of Meteorology in all its aspects, including weather 
modification with special reference to tropics and sub-tropics. It assists the scientific research. The Institute maintains 
and manages laboratories or other units wherein experiments are conducted and activities relating to design, 
development and construct special meteorological instrument for research are undertaken. It facilitates the research 
activities and the same are not made with any commercial purpose. It organises training facilities for advanced study 
and research in Meteorology and arranges lectures, seminars for diffusion of knowledge. The advanced study, and 
knowledge acquired through research conducted at the Institute is useful in weather prediction of the country. The 
knowledge acquired or results of research are not marketable. The activities of the institute cannot be called as business 
or trade as it is not producing or distributing services meant for satisfying human wants and needs. The Institute 
discharges Government functions and not a commercial enterprise. Therefore, the First Party is not an Industry within 
the meaning of section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

6. It is further contended that Standard Security Services is the employer of the Second Party. The Standard 
Security Services are not made party to this reference. The employees of the First Party comprises of five categories 
including research staff, scientific staff, technical staff, administrative staff and non technical maintenance staff. All the 
appointments, recruitments, in these cadres are to be made against the sanctioned posts as per the guidelines by 
advertising posts and inviting nominations from central as well as local Employment Exchange. The Central Civil 
Services (Conduct) Rules are applicable to the employees of the First Party Institute. The Second party are not appointed 
by following recruitment process and they are not covered under any of the category of the employees of the First Party. 
There is no question of oral termination of the services of the Second Party on 17.4.2008. The Second Party are not 
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workmen of the First Party. The First Party denied that the Second Party have completed 240 days of continuous service 
with the First Party. The First party has also not made permanent to any of the employees i.e. 3 to 5 employees as alleged 
by the Second Party. The services of the Second Party were purely on contractual basis and the same came to an end 
when the contract came to an end due to expiry of the period i.e. on 31.3.2008. The workmen of the Second Party were 
also previously appointed as contingent Mazdoor in contingency and exigency of work on daily wages. They were not 
appointed on regular posts at any time. No such regular posts are available with the First Party. The Second party 
workmen were fully aware of all these things. The reference is false. It be rejected with costs. 

7. From the above rival contentions of the parties, following issues have been framed by my learned pre-decessor. 
My findings thereon for the reasons given here-in-below are as follows:- 


ISSUES 

FINDINGS 

(1) Whether the First Party Institute is an 
Industry within the meaning of sec 2(j) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ? 

In the negative 

(2A) Whether the concerned workmen were 
"workmen” of the First Party within the 
meaning of section 2(s) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 ? 

In the negative 

(2B) Whether the services of the Second Party 
were terminated ? If yes, whether the 
termination was legal and justified ? 

In the affirmative 

(3) What Award ? 

Reference stands rejected. 


REASONS 

AS TO ISSUE NOS. 1 TO 2(B): 

8. This reference is contested by the First Party mainly on the issue that it is not an Industry. Much argument is 
also advanced on this point only. Undisputedly, the Second party workmen were appointed without any appointment 
order and for limited period. Though it is contended by the Second Party that they are working from 1 to 18 years 
continuously with the First Party as a Gardener and the Sweeper, except their oral evidence there is nothing on record to 
substantiate this fact. On the contrary, the First Party has admitted the appointment of the Second Party but purely on 
contractual posts. On the expiry of the contract period their services were automatically terminated. They were 
appointed as contingent Mazdoor and in case of contingency and exigency of work only on daily wages. Hence, there 
is no question of completing continuous work of 240 days in a year. 

9. The Second Party adduced their oral evidence at Exh. U-32, U-33, U-34, and U-39. The First Party has 
adduced oral evidence of one Mr. Sunil Hendre - Registrar at Exh. C-10. The Second party has adduced oral evidence at 
Exh. U-46C. The Id. Union Representative of the Second Party - Mr. Patel argued that the First Party has not taken any 
permission of the Conciliation Officer u/s 43 and 43A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, and have retrenched services 
of the Second Party. No retrenchment compensation is paid to them. It is in clear violation of section 11 (a) and (b) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. There is no any control of Central Government on the First Party. The First Party is 
running business of prediction of weather. It is nothing but business of First Party. This business comes under the 
building and road construction department. It has no concern with the research. The employees are not appointed by 
nomination through Employment Exchange. The First Party has not produced on record muster roll and the salary 
register. The First Party has never raised any objection before the DivisionalLabour Commissioner that the Second Party 
are not workmen. For last 18 years the Second Party are working with the First Party. Hence, as per section 4(c) and (d) 
of the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946 these workmen are entitled to become permanent workmen. 
The Factories Act is also applicable to the First Party. Section 91 of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act and 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 are also applicable to the First Party. There are no chances of getting another 
employment to these workmen. They have crossed their age of 35 years. Therefore, the First Party be ordered to grant 
them permanency and all the benefits and salary of the said post. It is also further argued that the agreement before the 
conciliation officer was in respect of arrears of salary only. Therefore, the reference be allowed. 

10. The Id. Advocate for the First Party Mrs. Mharolkar argued that the rules of Gratuity and Pension are applicable 
to the employees of the Government. The First Party had raised objection before the Labour Commissioner about the 
status of these workmen. As per the contract between the First Party and Second Party the services of the Second Party 
came to an end on 31.3.2008 on the date of expiry of contractual period. Hence, there is no question ofcoming of the 
Second Party to the First Party since 1.4.2008 to 16.4.2008. So also there is no question of oral termination of services 
of Second Party on 17.4.2008. Hence, the reference raised by the Second Party is false. The First Party is not an 
Industry within the meaning of section 2(j) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The work of research of prediction of 
weather is being done in the office of the First Party. There is no any production which can be sale by the First Party. 
Research is being given to the Government only. It is not used commercially. There is no evidence on record, placed 






1376 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MARCH 30, 2019/CHAITRA 9, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


by the Second Party to show commercial nature of the work of the First Party. The Second Party were not appointed on 
the regular post of five categories employees of the First Party. The Central Civil Services Rules are applicable to the 
employees of the First Party. The object of the First Party is given in Memorandum of Association. Funds are being 
provided by the Central Government. So also budget is sanctioned by the Government. There are rules of appointment 
of body members. The Second Party were working in contingency only. They were not working continuously for 18 
years. No any appointment orders were given to them. The contractor is not made party who was the immediate 
employer of the Second party. The so-called application dated 22.2.2008 is not placed on record to show that they had 
applied for permanency. There is no question of violation of section 25-F and 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
The Second Party were not appointed on sanctioned posts which are sanctioned by the Central Government. The ruling 
placed on record by the Second Party of Ahmedabad Textile Industries Research Association is in respect of research in 
textile which is a private business. But same fact is not here. Other rulings placed by the Second Party are not applicable. 

11. The Id. Advocate - Mrs. Mharolkar for the First Party placed reliance on the reporting ruling in the case of 
Physical Research Laboratory Vis. K.G Sharma reported in AIR 1997 SC 1855 and Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post, 
Vaikam and Others Vs. Thevvam .Joseph reported in AIR 1996 SC 1271 . She has also placed her reliance on another 
reported rulings. 

12. Now the short question to be decided here is whether the First Party is an Industry or not ? The fate of other 
issues are depending on the decision of this issue. 

13. Though the Second Party claims that it is Industry and contended number of factors to treat it as Industry, 
except the oral evidence of four witness no any other documentary evidence is placed on record to prove status of First 
Party to be Industry. It is not disputed by the Second Party that First Party is a society registered under the Societies 
Registration Act. It is an autonomous research organisation under the administrative control of Ministry of Earth Science. 
It is run under the executive control of the Government counsel whose members are appointed by the Central 
Government. The Second Party has placed on record Annual Reports of the First Party alongwith list Exh. U-54 which 
shows that it is being run from the Central Government and from grants, gifts, donations and other contributions 
approved by the Central Government. The First Party has also brought on record in the oral as well as documentary 
evidence that the Annual Budget of the First Party is done as per instructions and prior approval of the Central 
Government. The object and the function of the Institute are mainly to promote, guide and conduct research in the field 
of meteorology in all its aspects including weather modification, tropics and sub-tropics. The Institute has maintained 
laboratories and other units wherein experiments are conducted and activities relating to design, development and to 
construct special meteorological instruments for research are undertaken in the field of meteorology. The First Party also 
failed to prove before this Court that the instruments prepared in the workshop of the First Party are sold commercially 
and First Party is engaged into commercial activities and business. 

14. It also further reveals that the advance study, knowledge acquired through research conducted at the First Party 
Institute is useful in weather prediction of the country. The knowledge acquired or results of research are not marketable 
or do not have any commercial value. The activities conducted at the First Party Institute cannot be called as business or 
trade in absence of any positive evidence on record. The Institute is not producing or distributing services for the 
commercial purpose but for satisfying human wants and needs. It is discharging sovereign functions of the Government. 

15. The Id. Representative for the Second Party placed his reliance mainly on the reported ruling in the case of 
Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. Rajappa and Others reported in 1978 (I) LLJ Page 73 in which the 
Hon'ble Apex Court has held that: 

“An industry is a continuity, is an organised activity, is a purposeful pursuit - not any isolated adventure, 
desultory excursion or casual, fleeting, engagement motivelessly undertaken. Such is the common feature of a 
trade, business, calling, manufacture - mechanical or handicraft based - service employment, industrial 
occupation or avocation. For those who know English and are not given to the luxury of splitting semantic 
hairs, this conclusion argues itself. The expression “undertaking' 1 cannot be torn of the words whose company 
it keeps. If birds of a feather flock together and nosciture a sociis is a commonsense guide to construction, 
“undertaking ” must be read down to conform to the restrictive characteristic shared by the society of words 
before and after. Nobody will torture “undertaking ” in section 2(j) to mean meditation or musheira which are 
spiritual and aesthetic undertakings. Wide meanings must fall in line and discordance must be excluded from 
a sound system. 

Likewise, an “industry" cannot exist without co-operative endeavour between employer and employee. No 
employer, no industry; no employee, no industry - not as a dogmatic proposition in economics but as an 
articulate major premise of the definition and the scheme of the Act, and as a necessary postulate of industrial 
disputes and statutoiy resolution thereof. 

An industry is not a futility but geared to utilities in which the community has concern. And in this mundane 
world where law lives now, economic utilities - material goods and sendees not transcendental flights nor 
intangible achievements are the functional focus or industry. Therefore, no temporal utilities, no statutory 
industry is axiomatic. If society in its advance, experience, subtle realities and assigns values to them, 
jurisprudence may reach out to such collective good. Today, not tomorrow is the first charge of pragmatic 
law of western heritage. So we are confined to material, not ethereal end products. 

This much flows from a plain reading of the purpose and provision of the legislation and its western origin and 
the ratio of all the rulings. We hold these triple ingredients to be unexceptionable. 
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The negation of profit motive is a tallying test against industry is clear. 

As a working principle it may be stated that an activity systematically or habitually undertaken for the 
production or distribution of goods or for the rendering of material service to the community at large or a part 
of such community with the help of employees is an undertaking. Such an activity generally involves the co¬ 
operation of the employer and the employees, and its object is the satisfaction of material human needs. It 
must be organised or arranged in a manner in which trade or business is generally organised or arranged. It 
must not be casual nor must it be for oneself nor for pleasure. Thus, the manner in which the activity in question 
is organised or arranged, the condition of the co-operation between employer and employee necessary for its 
success and its object to render material sendee to the community can be regarded as some of the features 
which are distinctive of activities to which section 2(j) applies. ” 

16. The Second Party also placed its reliance on another number of rulings as per Exh. U-68. However, with due 
respect, I hold that these rulings are not applicable to the case in hand. 

17. The Id. Advocate Mrs. Mharolkar for the First Party rightly pointed out ruling reported in the case of The 
Workmen of the Indian Standards Institution Vs. The Management of the Indian Standards Institution reported in 1975 I 
LLJ Page 33 is not applicable to the present case as the Ahmedabad Research Centre was having private business. Such 
is the position in the present case. 

18. The Id. Advocate Mrs. Mharolkar for the First Party placed her reliance on one reported ruling in the case of 
Physical Research Laboratory Vs. K.G Sharma reported in AIR 1997 SC 1855 . The Hon'ble Apex Court has held 
therein that the Physical Research Laboratory (PRL) is an institution under the Government of India Department of 
Space carrying activities of research not for benefits or use of others. It is not engaged in Government activities and is 
not an Industry within the meaning of section 2(j) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. This ruling is perfectly applicable 
to the present case also as the Second Party failed to prove the commercial activity of the First Party. On the contrary, 
the First Party has brought on record that it is being run under the control of the Central Government. As per funds 
provided by the Central Government, it has no any commercial activity but the Institute gives research and prediction of 
weather to the Government only. 

19. The Id. Advocate Mrs. Mharolkar for the First Party further placed her reliance on one another reported ruling in 

the case of Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post. Vaikam and Others Vs. Theyyam Joseph etc reported in AIR 1996 SC 

1271 . The Hon'ble Apex Court has held therein that: 

“The welfare measures partake the character of sovereign functions and the traditional duty to maintain law 
and order is no longer the concept of the State. Directive principles of State policy enjoin on the State diverse 
duties under Part IV of the Constitution and the peiformance of the duties is constitutional function. One of the 
duties of the State is to provide telecommunication service to the general public and an amenity, and so is one 

essential part of the sovereign functions of the State as a welfare State. Postal and Telecommunication 

Department are not therefore industry. ” 

I hold that the same analogy is applicable to the case in hand also. The functions carried out by the First Party is nothing 
but the sovereign functions and for the benefits of the general public. Hence, in view of the above cited ruling, I hold that 
the First Party is not an Industry within the meaning of section 2(j) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

20. I have also observed above that the Second Party are not appointed on regular sanctioned post by the 
Government. They were not working in the Research Institute but they were appointed on contract for doing the work 
outside the Research Institute. Admittedly, they were working as Gardener and Sweepers. They are not working in any 
of the category of the workmen of the Institute being appointed on regular sanctioned post. The oral evidence of the 
witness for the First Party clearly reveals that the Second party were appointed on the contractual basis for a limited 
period and their services came to an end on expiry of contractual period. The Second Party has also not placed on 
record any evidence to show that they were appointed on the sanctioned regular post by following due process of law. 
Hence, in such circumstances, and as I have held above that the First Party is not an Industry they cannot claim any 
rights under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. There is no question of oral termination of their services since 17.4.2008. 
Hence, on the above discussions I hold that Issue No. 2A and 2B does not survive. In view of findings on Issue No. 1 in 
the negative, I hold that this reference is not maintainable. Hence, I record my findings on Issue No. 2 in the negative. 
In the result, I proceed to pass following order : 

ORDER 

1. This reference is answered in the negative as the First Party is not an Industry within the meaning of section 2(j) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

2. The Second Party is not entitled for any reliefs claimed. 

3. The copies of Award be sent to the appropriate Government for its publication. 

Date: 2.11.2018 


P. R. BHAVAKE-PATIL, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 471. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 04/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Bangalore, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of ING Vysya Bank Ltd. 
and their workmen received by the Central Government on 19.03.2019. 

[No. L-12011/20/2005-IR (B-l)] 


B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE - 560 022 


DATED : 07™MARCH 2019 


PRESENT : Justice Smt. Rathnakala, Presiding Officer 


C.R No. 04/2007 
I Party 

1. The Secretary, 

All India Bank Deposit Collectors 
Workmen Union, 

No.435, Renukacharya Temple Street, 
K.P. Agrahara, 

Mysore - 570 024. 

2. The General Secretary, 

All India Vysya Bank Employees Union, 
Kranti No. 86/5, Shell House, 

II Floor, J.C. Road, 

Bangalore - 560 002. 


II Party 

The Vice President (IR&W), 
ING Vysya Bank Ltd., 
Corporate Office, 

No. 22, M.G. Road, 
Bangalore - 560 001. 


Advocate for I Party No. 1 : Ms. H. Mangalamba Rao Advocate for II Party: 
Advocate for I Party No. 2 : Mr. Muralidhara Mr. B.C. Prabhakar 


AWARD 

The Central Government vide Order No.L-1201 l/20/2005-IR(B-I) dated 04.01.2008 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 referred the 
following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action on the part of the management of ING Vysya Bank Ltd., in issuing circular dated 
10.05.2004 unilaterally modifying the scheme thereby enhancing the minimum contribution per day to 
account from Rs. 1/- to Rs. 100/- in rural and semi-urban areas and from Rs. 21 - to Rs. 200/- in urban 
and metro centres in respect of Pragathi Deposit Collectors of ING Vysya Bank is legal and justified? If 
not what relief the Pragathi Deposit Collectors are entitled to?” 

1. The above question for adjudication was as a measure of corrigendum to the earlier reference dated 22.01.2007 
which read as follows:- 
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“Whether the action of the management ofING Vysya Bank Ltd. In issuing circular dated 10.05.2004 to revise 
the rate of interest on Pragathi Deposits and there by causing lot of financial hardships to the Pragathi Deposit 
Collectors in ING Vysya Bank Ltd. Is fair and justified? If not, to what relief the Pragathi Deposit Collectors 
are entitled to?” 

2. Both parties have placed on record their respective statements; affidavit evidence placed by the 2 nd 
Party/Management was not subjected to cross-examination and there is no rebuttal evidence. 

3. Sh. Muralidhara advocate for the 1 st Party union No. 2 had submitted to the effect that, 1 st Party union does not 
wish to press the claim in view of the order of reference made by Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Corrigendum date 04.01.2008; as such their claim in the claim statement may be treated as not pressed. The matter was 
posted for cross examination of MW-1 by the 1 st Party union No. 1 i.e., All India Bank Deposit Collectors Workmen 
Union. No. 435, Renukacharya Temple Street, K.P. Agrahara, Mysore - 570 024. Thereafter no representation was 
made by I s1 Party union No. 1. Thus, the affidavit evidence of the Management remained unchallenged. 

4. It is the evidence of MW-1/Process Lead Employee relations of the 2 nd Party that 2 nd Party introduced the 
“Pragathi Deposit Scheme” in order to encourage the savings of small and middle income group people; as per the 
scheme minimum deposit shall be in multiples of Re. 1/- with a minimum of Re.l/- in rural and semi-urban branches 
and deposit shall be in multiples of Re.l/- with a minimum or Rs.2/- in urban and metropolitan branches; there was no 
revision of payment of minimum contribution per day; later it was felt to revise the contribution of the scheme; they 
revised the scheme as far as the minimum contribution per day by the Pragathi Account Holders from Re.l/- to Rs. 100/- 
in rural and semi urban areas and from Rs.2/- to Rs. 200/- in urban and metropolitan centres/branches vide circular dated 
10.05.2004. The earlier scheme was not financially viable; revision of the minimum deposit will benefit the Pragathi 
Collectors and help them to get more commission and this decision will not affect them. It was a policy decision taken 
by the 2 nd Party/Management; Banking transactions have undergone sea change in the recent past; in the present 
competitive market a need to take comfortable place is necessary. Earlier scheme formulated by the Bank way back in 
1978 is re-studied and corrective steps are taken to suit the market needs. Hence, the decision of revision of minimum 
contribution in Pragathi Deposit is fully justified. They have not discontinued the scheme. 

5. The witness has produced the circular dated 10.05.2004 whereby the Bank revised the rate of interest payable 
on Pragathi Deposit, accordingly they have enhanced the interest rate of 1% on the existing deposits. Basically it is a 
policy decision of the 2 nd Party in modifying the scheme taking into consideration the financial viability and the best 
interest of the Bank; neither of the 1 st Party have shown how they have any locus standi to question the modification of 
the scheme. They are not entitled for any relief in this reference. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated, corrected and signed by me on 07 th March, 2019) 

Justice Smt. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 


Tf 19RT#, 2019 

^T. W. 472.—3)14114* 1947 (1947 TT 14) ft STRT 17 f srgHTW if fffcr HTTP 

**ii* R+h a ifN %f nf sett%TH fg Pi4)4+) 3ftr^i% +4*d4 f ff* sjjf g-4faffs' 414114* ffrr? 
4 fffcr -h/.+k 4I41P)* 3rfi4*T'ir 4 iw (4^4 4w 24/2011) ft wrRrr Tirft t ft fffcr 

+K+K ft 19.03.2019 ft TRTfP;4l 

[4. TTsr-i 2012/88/2010-srrfsnr (ft-1)] 

ft. R7T. ff^, SETT Tiff* 


New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 472. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 24/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Bangalore, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of Karnataka Vikas 
Grameena Bank and their workmen received by the Central Government on 19.03.2019. 

[No. L-12012/88/2010-IR (B-l)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE - 560 022 

DATED : 5 th MARCH 2019 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 24/2011 


I Partv 

II Partv 

Sri Rajashekar, 

Kamath Compound, 

1 st Cross, Ashwininagar, 

HAVERT 

The Chairman, 

Karnataka Vikas Grameena 
Bank, Head Office, Belgaum 
Road, DHARWAD. 


Appearances 

I Party Shri V S Naik, Advocate 

II Party : Shri B C Prabhakar, Advocate 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide order No. L-12012/88/2010-IR(B-I) dated 26.05.201 lin exercise of the power 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) made this reference for adjudication with the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Karnatka Vikas Grameena Bank in dismissing Shri Rajashekar 
U.Prasad, Ex-Clerk-cum-Cashier from service vide their order dated 21/11/2009, is legal and justified? To 
what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. I Party workman was reported dead vide Memo dated on 20.04.2017. It was reported that I Party workman has 
expired. Thereafter, no steps is taken to bring the legal heirs of the I Party workmen. The Management has already 
adduced evidence on Domestic Enquiry. The case of the I Party workman has abated in that view of the matter no relief 
can be awarded in favour of the I Party in this reference. 

ORDER 

Reference is Rejected 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 5 th March 2019) 

Justice Smt. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 

^flwfj, 19RTT, 2019 

^FT. W. 473.—sjj ft Rl + ffw srffffqrr 1947 (1947 TT 14) ft STRT 17 f 

ffr ftr twt wh: nf wr f frfraff ffr +4+i<I f ffcr srgf n f ffffs 1 ftfTPfr ffw f 
Vtfld UUbk 3iVj)p)+ STfsfTTW 34 mV, % W (WT WIT 48/2003) ft wrf^RT wft t ftWFTT 
ft 19.03.2019ft 


[f. tTtr-41011/20/2003-3jrf3JR (ft-1)] 
ft. W. ftns, WCTrff^r 


New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 473. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 48/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Bangalore, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of Wheel & Axle Plant 
and their workmen received by the Central Government on 19.03.2019. 

[No. L-41011/20/2003-IR (B-l)] 
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE - 560 022 

DATED : 12™MARCH 2019 


PRESENT : Justice Smt. Rathnakala, Presiding Officer 

C.R No. 48/2003 


I Party 

II Party 

The President, 

Wheel & Axle Plant 

Contract Workers Union, 

No.43, MIG II Floor, 

II Stage, KSB Colony, 

Basaveswaranagar, 

Bangalore - 560 079. 

The General Manager, 

Wheel & Axle Plant, 

Yelahanka, 

Bangalore - 560 064. 


Advocate for I Party 


Advocate for II Party: 


Mr. B.D. Kuttappa 


Mr. Ramesh Upadhyaya 


AWARD 

The Central Government vide Order No.L-41011/20/2003-IR(B-I) dated 18.11.2004 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (for brevity ‘the Act’ 
hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the management of Wheel and Axle Plant is justified in denying employment to 
119 Contract Labourers with effect from 31.03.2001? If not, what relief the Labourers are entitled to?” 

1. The claim as set up by the 1 st Party is they are the contract labourers at various departments like 

i) Oxy-cutting of steel scrap 

ii) Handling of materials 

iii) Painting Packing, loading of wheel sets 

iv) Oxy-cutting of skull 

v) Maintenance of factory premises 

vi) Re-lining of electric arc furnaces and ladles etc.. 

Though, there job is perennial in nature, they were not paid wages on par with the permanent workers performing similar 
nature of jobs. The 1 st Party through their union gave representation before Central Advisory Labour Board, constituted 
under the Contract Labour (Regulation & AbolitionjAct, 1970 (for brevity ‘the CLRA Act' hereafter). After thorough 
enquiry on their representation the committee submitted the report and observed that the works like Oxy-cutting, re¬ 
lining of electric arc furnaces and ladles etc., is carried out with the help of contract workers on regular basis. Without 
giving valid licence, under the guise of each contractor they have engaged less than 20 workers. Though many of the 
works are inter connected the management is dividing the work into three parts to different contractors probably to avoid 
legal obligations of the applicable enactments. The management has committed a plain irregularity, by camouflage of 
actual nature of jobs/works and hiding the factual relationship between the workers, contractors and the principal 
employer. The contract workers are engaged in various sections to do regular job of helping, cleaning and other regular 
maintenance without appointing supervisor and without contract; the workers are under the direct supervision and 
control of the respective regular supervisors of the principal employer. The committee further recommended to abolish 
the contract employment in respect of the above cited 6 jobs. In pursuance of the said recommendation of the committee 
after consultation with the Central Advisory Board, Government of India issued notification prohibiting the employment 
of contract labourers in the above said jobs. 

2. The 1 st Party on behalf of the erstwhile contract workers is making a claim, placing reliance in the Judgment of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court in SAIL and others Vs National Union Water Front Workers and others reported in 2001(6) 
scale 626 that, the workman having lost employment in view of the abolition of the contract service in the 2 nd Party their 
service may be regularized and they may be reinstated in the original post. 

3. The 2 nd Party countered the claim of the 1 st Party on the following lines - The contractors ought to have been 
impleaded as necessary party, the contract labourers were employed by different contractors to enter into the contract 
with the 2 nd Party. The contractors had full control over the labour force employed by them. There is no relationship of 
master-servant/employer-employee between the 2 nd and the 1 st Parties. The contract with the then contractors either has 
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expired or contract agreement lapsed or terminated on 26.08.2000 or on 31.03.2001. The 2 nd Party in its capacity has 
ensured that the contract labourers are paid minimum wages, over time allowance etc.. The Railway Board, the policy 
making body of the 2 nd Party with a view to absorb the contract labourers who were working in the specified areas, after 
engagement of contract labourers was prohibited, issued guidelines vide Letter No. E(LL)88/AT/CNR/l-57 dated 
30.06.2000 for absorption of Ex-contract labourers. The regularization of the contract labourers was subject to fulfilling 
the condition regarding age, education qualification and medical standards etc., stipulated by the Railways in their 
Recruitment Rules. 

4. Ex-contract labourers to be regularized in the post was required to have education qualification of 8 th Standard, 
minimum age of 18 years and also who have been within the age limit contemplated under the rules. 92 Ex-contract 
labourers were found eligible and they were absorbed/appointed by the 2 nd Party. Thus who did not meet the education 
qualification or age limit stipulated within permissible relaxation could not be absorbed. Though the notification was 
published by the Government of India abolishing the contract works in the 2 nd Party vide order dated 10.03.1999 and was 
published in the Gazette of India, until said order was communicated in the year 2000 they had no knowledge of the 
order. After coming to know the order during September 2000 the 2 nd Party took steps to abolish contracts in those areas 
and absorbed the Ex-contract labourers as per law, till alternative arrangement the contract had to be continued so that 
production was not hindered. 

5. The 1 st Party placed it’s evidence by examining two of the concerned workmen and also it’s president. The 
rebuttal evidence was adduced by one of the official of the 2 nd Party. During the evidence of WWs, they have produced 
ID cards. Gate passes, wage slips, ESI cards. Education qualification proof. Employment cards, leave cards and entry 
permits to establish the identity of the concerned workmen. During the evidence of 2 nd Party it was asserted that 
workers found at Serial Nos. 35,37,48,53,76,79,99,138 and 145 were either under or over age; the integrity of Serial Nos. 
133 and 147 was under question, the names at Serial Nos. 10, 13, 15, 23, 26, 30, 39, 55, 62, 63, 64, 77, 78,80-88, 97, 98, 
103, 107, 108, 109, 113, 121, 122, 129, 134. 141-144, 146, 149-151 were not on rolls as on the cut of date 10.03.1999, 
they are not necessary parties in this reference. 94 candidates were not qualified. Wherefore, the single application on 
behalf of all the 1 st Party workmen is not maintainable. 

6. It is admitted between the parties that even after the abolition of the contract work in the 6 departments of the 
2 nd Party vide notification of the Government dated 10.03.1999, the contract employees who were brought inside by the 
licensed contractors, continued to work; the reason assigned by the 2 nd Party now is, the order of the Government was 
not communicated to them. It is an unequivocal admission by the 2 nd Party that, until alternative arrangement was made, 
the contract employees continued to work so that the production was not hindered. If not anything more, this admission 
by itself is sufficient to take all the 1 st Party workmen to the status of workmen contemplated by section2(s) of the Act. 
It is to be borne in mind that the identity of these men is not disputed by 2 nd Party nine workmen from the list of 119 
concerned workmen were considered and rejected for absorption. In respect of workmen at SI. No. 10, 13, 15, 23, 26, 
30, 39, 55, 62, 63, 64, 77, 78,80-88, 97, 98, 103, 107, 108, 109, 113, 121, 122, 129, 134, 141-144, 146, 149-151, their 
disqualification according to 2 nd Party was, they were not on the roll of 2 nd Party on the cut off date of 10.03.1999. 
Since, there was a wide gap from the date of notification to the date of communication and for realignment of works by 
necessary implication, above workmen worked for the 2 nd Party subsequent to 10.03.199. Having continuously worked 
prior to 31.03.2001 for number of days at least for one year or more than one year this duration qualifys to the phrase 
‘Continuous Service’ contemplated by section 25(B) of ‘the act’. Thus, all the 119 of them are direct employees of the 
2 nd Party. 

7. Now the underlining question is having worked for the 2 nd Party, continuously for a term stipulated by section 
25B(a) of the Act (more than 240 days in the preceding twelve calendar month calculated from 31.02.2001) the 1 st Party 
workman have acquired any right. As such now they are not working for the 2 nd Party though some of their colleagues 
are fortunate enough to be absorbed/ regularized to the post they were doing. The workman before this Tribunal, though 
have come out of the 2 nd Party with empty hand, on a superficial look it sounds that there was no illegality on the part of 
the employer in denying work to them w.e.f 31.03.2001, consequent upon the order of the Government abolishing the 
contract employment in the above mentioned 6 areas. Still there is a dent in this case. They are said to have employed 
only the eligible candidate and scored off 52 of 1 st Party from their list. The 1 st Party has given a list of 41 workmen 
claiming to posses requisite qualification as contemplated by the guidelines as dated 30.06.2000. It appears these 
workmen had not applied for the posts when the applications were called for. However, MW-1 during his cross- 
examination admits that, if they find that the workman has the requisite qualification they are even now ready to absorb 
the services of the contract labourers. 

8. Since, 41 workmen listed by the 1 st Party as having essential qualification required for absorption are not 
brought before this Court, an omnibus order cannot be passed in their favour. One thing is certain from the evidentiary 
material that apart from those lucky ones who were absorbed, the remaining workmen were sent out without any 
compensation. Though it is an abolition of contract works in the specified area of the management as declared by the 
Government, under ‘the CLRA Act' viewing from the side of the workman it was refusal of employment and falls within 
the category of retrenchment contemplated by section 2(oo) of ‘the Act’ not falling under any of the exemption 
contemplated by sub clause (a), (b), (bb) and (c). Retrenchment to be legal and valid warrants prior retrenchment 
compensation contemplated by section 25F of the act. Without complying the mandatory provision of section 25F they 
could not have get rid of the workman. In that view of the matter the action of the management in denying employment 
on 31.03.2001 to the I s1 Party workmen cannot be endorsed. 
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9. Having answered the issue against the management, now the focus is on moulding proper relief to the aggrieved 
workmen. In view of the Judgment of the Apex Court in Secretary State of Karnataka & Others vs Umadevi and another 
in Appeal (Civil) No. 3595-3612/1999 . no order can be passed in disregard to the relevant rules of appointment directing 
the 2 nd Party to regularise these workmen. The only solution is, they can be paid retrenchment compensation 
proportional to the duration of their service with 6% interest from 31.03.2001. So far as the list of 41 workmen is 
concerned the management shall consider their applications when the post are called for in the concerned departments; 
By relaxing age limit they shall be considered for the post if they are found otherwise suitable. Though, these workmen 
had worked under the licensed contractor, now those contractors are not in the scene. Being the principal employer it 
was the obligation of the 2 nd Party to dispense the service of the 1 st Party in the manner known to law. However, in the 
preceding paras we have noticed that these workmen are under direct service of the 2 nd Party. Having failed to comply 
the pre-condition contemplated under section 25F of the act, while severing relationship with the employees, thus due of 
statutory obligation, now the 2 nd Party is answerable to the claim of the 1 st Party workmen. Hence, the following 

AWARD 

The reference is accepted. The respondent is directed to calculate the retrenchment compensation due to l sl Party 
workman as on 31.03.2001. 1 st Party workmen shall be paid retrenchment compensation with interest at 6% per 
annum from 31.03.2001 till the date of disbursement in the favour of the 1st Party workmen after proper 
verification and identification. If they apply for any vacancy which may arise in the 2 nd Party they shall be 
considered for the post by giving benefit of age relaxation if they are found suitable otherwise. 

(Dictated, corrected and signed by me on 12 th March, 2019) 


Justice Smt. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 


T# 19RT#, 2019 

^T. 3TT. 474.—3)1^1 R|t, srf&fftWT 1947 (1947 TT 14) # STRT 17 % WFT it ftrfptr 

% 3TPT % WHcTT % WfTRT % SFjty t fftff? t 

(-K4K 3M1RR -4I4M4 tt=t sr -4I4M4, TfftWTST % WFT WIT 82/2014) TT wRltf WCcft t 
Vi) 4 Ukbk 4ft 19.03.2019 4ft ftTft fair 4TI 

[ft. tt^t- 39025/0 1/2019-ftT# ftF (ftt-II)] 

fttftTftftft, SkpTFT srfifaTTft 


New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 


S.O. 474. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 82/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhilwada, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of Bank of Baroda and 
their workmen received by the Central Government on 19.03.2019. 

[No. L-39025/01/2019-IR (B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 

SFpret 

SR ' 4141 el 4, ^ 1)el4141 


ftldlftld ftferft : aft ftcftvjftrT TFT, 3TRftcr.tft.TTTT. 


SR ft4T4 TksJTT : 82 TFT 2014 

aft t^lcr fftcTT aft ftcfr eTTef fftcnyft-y^ntcfl M, 

cl?.-gftgT, fftfeTT—'ftlddl-dT I ...TTR-ft 


:: iRR " 

1. ftq 4tpftcFT, STEF ftftTcfl -RTC, 3HRR 

2 . ft. fab step tj#ft etrstt wee, 3tee 4TETsTT-3TE]crT, 

cl?.- fRT, fftfcTT— ftleMkl I 


...fftrsft 
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vJmRshT : 


ftt aTTT.nTT. fttFPft, arfftFTfcn-FTftf ftt affT ft I 
ftt TFT TTFFF aPFPn, arfftFTnn-fftiaftFn ftt 3?tT ft I 


:: Tf^TTe: :: 


fftFPF 18.9.2017 

FTftf nfftrF ft ftrn TjanFTFTH ft ftftT ft 3PTFT fftnF TjeT? STfSpTTft TJcf TTFTFTF FF aFgTfrT, ftRH apnftr ft 
TFT5T ft?T fftFT FFT | FTFf 45 fftF ftt 3Plfft ft ftft TTFFfftT Ffti Ftft ft TFTTF FTfn f^HTHT aft. fft. 3Tfft. 1947, fftlft 

fftf ft anft 3rfft. 1947 ft mftrfftTT 1 %^tt FnftFT, ftt fttt 2 (<?) ( 2 ) ft ct^ct ftt -4I4M4 ft rmar ftn fftnn 1 

ftftr ft FTftf ft gTTT FPTF FTafFT FF ft FF 3ffft7T fftrFT FFT fft maft fftFSft ftp ftt aTT^FT ^TTTFT ft WcfpT 
TTFrft TJcf 3PF rh ^ |A| cH TFrft TFrft tg fftFPF 15.7.13 ftT ftfftrF ftnF FT (ftftlRlTT fftFT FFT | 150 T>. ftfftrF ftt ^ ft 
FFPjft TFT FFcTTF fftFT FTTFT an I fftFFF 9.4.14 ftt FtfftpF 3TTft?T ft TIFT ft TjanF TFT fftFT | maft ftt ftcTP? arfft. 1947 
ftt tTTTT 25-ftt ft cT^cT (ftiltftd ftFP? ft | maft ft fftrTTT F [ftiltftd TFT ft 240 fftF ft arfftrF ftt ftcrp? fftnaft ftp ft 
arftftr ft 1 1 fftia-ft ftp ft sttt ftrn TjaRFFm ft Frft ftt ftt^ fttfftrT, Fftft Fancpnr Fft fftn fft i FTft 4ft ftrn 

TjaRF TFT 3PF TnftFTft Tjft fft^TRT TFT Rill FFT ft | FTT 94>K ftrp ft STTT arfft. 1947 ftt arm 25— T[F>, Tifft, TJF TFT 

FcTTHF fftFT FFT ft | maft ft TTFfftn arfftpTft rft TTFTFTF FF aTTFTRT, ftftftr, apnftr ft TFT5T R|cF|i|d ftf | Flft 
fftiaft ft TTFFfftn ft ft)ft Tifft nft fftmft I 3PT: Fiaft Tfft fttFPF 9.4.14 ftt ftt nft ft 41 ^fftl ftt ai^fftcl nft aiftr 
ftffftcT TFT TTsft Tfft ^T: tjft T4 FT fftftffftcT TFrft ciaTT ftm Tffftr ftt fft^TTF ft ^4: ftcTT ft ftft cFF ftt 3Tftft ft TFTTTT 
ftcFT cr ftftTFT ft ■JjrTTTFT fftft TTTft 10,000 T>. Tjftftr ft^TFF Rellft TTlft ft anft?T fftft Tflft | 

fftrafFm ftt -Minieiii ft cTcft fftm w i 

fftiafPFiT ft TTRT maftn m ft ftftcT Ciaftf ftt 3TTfttrFTT TFrft fn 4 FFT. TJTcRFT -4I4M4 gTTT TrfftcT fftf^FT 
fftftftt TFT F4MT TfcTM ft ftft ^ f%zrT tft TTTftf ftt STF]xrr nTRTT ft aRFFTcftPr TFT ft TFlft FT TTsTT W an | 

FTftt 4 fftngft ft nan fftfttrrTF n nfftrn tft fttft ftnar nftt 11 maft ftTF fttr n^t ft ftm ft armr t, Tmfft t tf 
nfftFF ftrfnr Tjfftn 11 FTftnT ftt tiiR«i fftnT nnft i 

FTftt ftt aftr ft msn ft n.^. i Tnftt Tnftn ftom ft wn FFrar ff ft nft tftf) nft.fftfttft nftfr FftrStn 
msn Fnft i ft 5 FTFTftrr ftnr iftft i fftratt ftp ftt afrr ft th n ^ i w tih.^iitsii FftanF ft wi nft TFrrnft 
nft i 


ftft nnnFSft ftt ^FT I FFTFcft TFT JlfHcll ft 3 TTTeftTFF fftnn I 

FTftt n -5 1 TFjRj ftrom ft amft FftSFT ft Tfftn FiafFT FF ft nfftn Faftt ftt cll^F TFrft ^F[ F? TFam 

fftnn t fft matt fftFatt ftft ftt 3 tf]ft nmsn ft nftfT Tmrft nft ttffttf tfeJ TFrft ftg fftnEF 15.7.13 ftt ftfftrF 

ft?TF FT fftfttfftF fftnn FFT I 150 T. ftfftrF ftt FT ft FTf^ft TFT HFcTTF fft^FT TTTFT an | 240 fftF ft srfftrF 3nrftr cRF 

ftt ftrnft ftt t, fftmft Frrftt ftrnft 3 rftr. 1947 ftt etttt 25- ftt ft fff fftFfftn ftrnft 1 1 fftFatt Itf ft fttt ftrn 

TjanFTFFn ft Tjft FTftt ftt ftt^ ftifftn, ftnftt ^aTTFrn Fftt fftFT fft i fftFFF 9.4.14 ft Ftfen anftnr ft fftFT ftt^ TFTTF 
Fcnft ftrn Tjann TFT fftFT I Frftt ft TanF FT 3EF Tnftnft ftt (ftynd tft fftFT FFT 11 ?TT FTFTT ft tf ft FTTT 3Tfft. 

1947 ftt ETTTT 25-nFT,Tft,nF TFT FeeTFF fft^n FFT 11 ftrn TjaiTFTFTF ft FTF ft ftt FF ftftFFTT 11 Flftf ftt (ftm'cF 

9.4.14 ftt ftt n# ftFT TjfftT ftt FFiftF FF 3T%T Ftfftr TFT FTftt ftt ^F: tj<f FF FT Ptftfftcl tft^ Fan ftFT gfftl ftt 
fftFTTF ft [JF: ftFT Ef ftft cRF ftt 3TFf?t ft FFTF ftcTF F mRoUF ft [J'laM (ftft ullft ft anft?T fftft FTlft | Fiaft ft 
FTFTftrTTF ft FF?f 1 ftrTT ftt ftlcl y(d, FF?f 2 ft FF?f 5 FTFFT ft?T (ftft I RfTF ft FTaft ft FF TFarF (ft>4l ft fft 
ftft ftft ft ftftFft ft (elT (elRsld ft ft)ft 3TTftFF nft) (ftm I fftFETF fft-TTF SKI (ft^FF nft) fftFT FFT, F ftt ftft ft 
ftnn FFT I ftft ft ftTT manFFR ftft fftFT ftt ft FTF ftTF arfftrFTftt ft TFFft FT fan an | gft manFFTT ft feTF 9F 
fftFT FFT an, ftt ftft FTTT 3TTFT FFePF nft % I "gft (elRsld ft FF nft fftFT FFT I 3TFt fftTF ft FF TFFFT ft fft ftrF ft 
ftft TFTF fftFT FTTEFT FTFFT ft?T fftFT I FF?t 3 ft 5 nftt FTFcT ft I TTEF TTFFft TFT TFlft TFTFT an | 3nft fftfTF ft FF ftt 
TFFT ft fft FFft 1 ft fftFTTF 1.8.13 ftt Ffftfe ft ft ftft ft TTFFft TFTFT F TFlft TFrft ftt FFf^ftt TFT ■gFFTF TFrft FTFF 

feRsn ^3TT ft I FFcT TTiaF ft TFFF ft FT F ^ 1 TTTFF TTF TFT FFTF ft fft Fiaft ftt ftfftrF ftTF fttftt ft TFT ft fftFTTF 

15.7.13 ft ftF 3FF FfttFT, FnmT 3TF]FT ft 150 F. Ffft fftn ftt FT ft (ftftlftlF Fftt fft^FT FFT an | FTlft FTTT FE ^rft 
ft 240 Rn ft arfftrF arFfft ftf ft sit nft) ftt mf i ftf FTftt ftt fftnatt ftF fttt RfIRitt ftt nft) (ftrn fft ft ftftt 
fftarfft ft nft ff ft rmft arann Frnft tft fttft f?f ffff nftt fttm t,n ftt fftft ftftt ftt t^fft ftt anFFFTFm rftt 
11 FTft ftt arr-anft ftr ft ttff ttff ft ai'^icFiftn arFtft ft ftp? Tmnft tftf ft ftp? ttft fft an nan Frrftt 

FFf^ft TFT FFcTTF fftFT FFT I ftft fftnftr ft FTft F fftraft TFT TTFF ftftrF-fftFtFTTF FT Fftt FTFT TFT TTTFFT t I ftfTF ft 
FFTF TFT FF TFFFT ft fft ft an^FT FfF ft fftftt ft FTF ft FfF ftftFR ft FF FT TFTF TFT TFT ft_| FF TTftt ft fft 
Tgenft 2013 ft ftft fttRFF 3TP]FT FTF ft Fftt ftt I ftft TTFftn TgnrT TFT fftFTft ftsT feTFT ft I FFft FFf fftFT ftfttftTT 

tRttst ttft rnm ft i Frrft Far^ft ft tjfftf ft fpjft FFft ft i FFft 2 If tft ftt ft 1 FFft 1 ftt ftft tft ftFrft ft 1 
TP^ ftt FFTTjftt 150 TT. Ffft fftF ftt FT ft feTT#) Fft ft I TP^ fttn ft, ft Fftt FTTFFT ft I gft FcP Fftt ft fft TpftF F 
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RRJ^ TR7 ft mf4R ft I TTr 4 3 R 4 tfcfj 4 cR-Rl4m f | 5 44 RTT 4 rtt 4 11 3TT4 f^RU 4 RU WT t f4 maft 4 

TgcTT^ 2013 4 15 f4R, 3TRRR 4 24 f4u, (4c1RR 4 24 f4u, mRRRR 4 25 f4R,RR T RR 4 23 f4u, R'HH'! 2013 4 25 
f4u, mRR4 2014 4 27 f4u, WRl4 2014 4 24 f4u, Rf4 2014 4 23 f4u, m4m 2014 4 6 f4u R7TR f4m | UR RRTR 
maff 4 44 4 R>ri4,ri RRR f4m an I 

UR rrtr mr rr4rr rtsr mTRTmR 4 rur trrr r4 r 4 t, rr 4 #r 4 maff 4 f^rgr^r mfslRRRT 4 rur 
4 4rr ru f44mr f4m f4 maff 4 fffmm 15 . 7.13 4 8 . 4.14 urn fffusff 44 4 rr4 rutrrt m4m4 rtt 4 f4m 1 1 
UR rret 4 rr4 1 44 rtt f4m4 umReff mr 44 jr 1 1 maff 4 Rrm 217 f4r rttr f4m t m4j 44 rt4r r 4u u4ff 
4m r 4 mru4 mr rrr 3TRf4 rt4r 255 f4r r 4 ur muff 1 1 ru rsr muff 1 4 r44r 1 1 rtr. rrr mTRTmR 4 4.41. 
tj. rrtr u4m rtrr w W 4 2007 ( 1 ) 4m 142 4 ru npfefn fffm t f4 mfffo 1947 r4 etrt 25 -ffr 4 240 f4r r 4 
mRfff 4 ^Rhk m 4 u 4ffl4«i 4r 4i4 mfflff 1 ur mm? maff r4 4rt4 240 f44r 4 mfffm r 4 uicff t rsit 3rf£ro 
1947 r4 eftr 25-44 44 rur (4ii(4d 4m r4 441 4 srrcfr 1 1 am: fffusff r 4 4m TjaiRTRRR 4 tj 4 srf^ro 1947 r4 err 
25-tw r 4 mepn nR44 7n%4 44, n4 n44 n4 M 1 1 ?^r mtr nr44 nn 4m TjamnfRnr 3 t4et 1 1 4 f44Er 

4 f4naf4 f444nrm 44 44 4 m44>m 3T44mnn 4 f44nn f4m f4 m44 44 3R-an44 wr 4 4f4m 4 tr n7 "Rm w an 
nan msff 4 240 f4n 44 eidiciK n (4ii(4d 4m4 n44 441 1 m>r maff 44 4m4 3if4o 1947 44 etri 25-44 4 
nnn (4ii(4ci 4cn4 n44 1 1 nnn 4 Rn4n 4 n444 mif4m ^cin >^(4mr 44im nf4n m44?RT mnn f44m rrr44 

eTTel c||tlell n 3RT ^^^ 2006 4m 1165 4?1 f4m I 

44 v3m4cw nnn tr 44 f4m i Rgn mif4m ^nfnf nn 44 hhhh msinn nR nn4 m4n4n nnn 44m i 

maff nn 5 ®r n4ann 4 cnam 144 nn4 f4mn 15 . 7.13 4 44ia4 4 3iEfm n4k w m4m4 f4nm 
8 . 4.14 nm mi4 f4m 1 1 44mm 9 . 4.14 4r n4 f4n f444 ^rnn ,4rf4n 4 4n 4 ijann nR f4m w 1 44et 4 
maff 4 nn4r 1 44 nn f4m4 nRjn f4m 1 1 44ia4 44 44? 4 xjn ^ n 1 w rnn, nRsn wim, 4 57 m n4ann 4 
44 maff 4 w4 nn 4nn f4m t mk cnm t f4 maft 4l 44nm 15 . 7.13 4 3rp]m mmT 4 150 r 44 44n 44 

mi 4 f444f4m n4f 44m w t Rg 44 r? 4 nn4 4r4mR f4m 144 maff 4 ^ni 13 4 25 f4n, 3FRn 4 24 

f4r, RiciH'i 4 24 44n, mnniR 4 25 f4n,nw7 4 23 f4n, f4n^R 13 4 25 44n, mRn4 14 4 27 44r, mmRt 14 4 
24 f4n, m4 14 4 23 f4r, 3i4er 14 4 6 44n wr f4m 1 1 maff nn 44 wi t f4 n4 444m 4 ?r r 44mf4rcT 
f4nn w an 1 tR f4nn f4nR 4 444m 4cm r f444f4rcT mf4m 44 3i44o 1947 n4 etrt 2 ( 4 R) m nun nf4m n4 444 
4 3 hicii 4 nan 4f4m Rtr 4444 m4m44 444 "4 3 ttetr tr r4 3t44o 1947 n4 mRRt 4 mu? mfr rut nn Rmm 4 1 
mu R-arfcr rjrt ns4 n4 mam 4r nan TRnn uRn4mm nm4 1 4^4m 4 yniRici fan 14% maff 4 Rdim 15 . 7.13 
4 8 . 4.14 nm 44n44 ^ f4m4mn 4 mnk nuimm m4mR4 mi4 f4rmT 1 1 un nmR maff 4 217 f4m m4 3 r 44 nm mi4 
f4rmT t n4g 4ini(^ mm. mm. Rjinidn gm t 4.44.4. mum m4n TgnR 2007 w w 4r (t) 4 mm. mfer 
RTTmram gm 3rm4mm wt4r unR4mrnei 4f4m mn44. mmur 44 sr anm 3rm4mm umm4nmer ff4m mn44. 4 
3n^ mR 1986 (4R.44) 4m 458 mn umen f4mT mmT t,mr urn nmR 441- 

The qualification for relief under section 25-F is that he should be aworkman employed in an industry and has 
been in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer . What is continuous servicehas been defined 
and explained in section 25-B of the Act. In view of sub Section 2 of section 25-B the workman shall be deemed to be in 
continuous serviceif he has 'actually workman under the emp;oyer' for particular period. The expression 'actually worked 
under the employer’ cannot mean those days only when the workman worked with hammer ,sickle or pen, but must 
necessarily comprehend all those days during which he was in the employment of the employer and for which he had 
been paid wages either under express or implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, standing orders etc. 
Thus , Sundays and other paid holidays should be taken into account for the purpose of reckoning the total number of 
days on which the workman could be said to have actually worked...' 

UR mtr mmu miRcp tpefcr 44 ttjrr 3 t 44 o 1947 m 4 etrt 25-44 4 mum 240 f 44 r 44 f 4 ETlf 4 cT mm 44 4 
mf 4 mR mm 4 u u 44 i 4 4 m 44 44 mTf 4 m f 4 mn mm 1 1 ur tbur mf 4 Rmm 15.7.13 44 8.4.14 4 4 tm 4 44 m 4 m t?m 
Rmmf 47 T mcrmrmf 44 mmRr mr 44 ur 4 mfRm f 4 m mi 4 mr mmf 44 mmRr 240 f 4 m 44 m 44 m 44 ^4 rrmfl 1 1 ur 
tbur m 44 44 4 m 4 3 rRro 1947 etrt 25-44 i> mum f 4 mf 4 ?r Rm 4 t 44 1 1 f 4 ms 44 gRT tr^t miRm TjRrmrn 
hReim Rf 4 R m 44 mm umrm f 444 m mmmfr enm mrErmT m mm 44 mm 44 rrt 44 r mu 4 r 44 mmf R f 4 m t urn mrnr 
miRim ^mfcT m 4 . f 4 . 3 t 44 . 1947 ^ ruRitt t Rm r ^4 mu 4 r 4 m 44 m 4 4 m 4 RiiiRdlmmi mT f 4 ^ rr f 4 rm 
mpTT ^ 1 rtr^ 4 ru 4rt mFTT % f 4 > rrt rt44 m 4 4 m ^4 Tjatm ( 4>4 mr 4 ^4 ^ mRro 1947 mRErr 44 t44 mem 
r44 r# t maim r^4? 44% misff c 44 ^m 4 vJtRiRb rur f 44 mm r4 r^ ^ m 44 oi 947 r>4 etrt 25-fr ^ rur f 4 Rf 4 R 
4 m t^4 1 1 mR: rrt 4 m ^ ijarm f 44 r mr 4 4 tj 4 f 444 mm m 4 etrt 25-rw r4 mrnm rr44 m 444 aft 1 marfR 4 u 44 
4 tj 4 mb mu mT 44 f 4 R rt 44 f 4 R 44 4 4 rr Rf 4 f 4 m mm mTmRm 1 1 m 4 f 4 f 4 mf 4 R mu 4 tm 4 rrt 

r ^4 f 4 m rtt t 1 ur RmR m 44 4 r f 4 mm 9.4.14 44 mtar mu 4 4 m 4 ijapp f 4 m mm 1 1 

mu 4mm ru t f4 maff 44 rrt m^Rir f4mrm rt 4? 44 f4mr f4mr 4 maff gm 4m 4 f444f4rR u44 mi 
4m TjarRTRRR r 4 fcri^T 4 gm f4m4mm rrt 4m TjaiRTRRR 4 rrr 4r 4ttr r mRchir r4 50 RfcRTR mf4 mm rr4 
RTT mfelRTT4 1 1 

3TR: RRR f44RR 4 3T1ETR RR RU mr4?T (4 rI mTRT 4 f4 — 

maff mf4m 44 m4m 4rr f4RT 41 44 mm 4mR, Pirk-Ti— mrntefl RmT, Ruo-fruT, f4rmT-4lmRTUT r4 
rr rut ttretrt, 4f4iR RTTRfmR, fm mim Ru4m, 4mefr rrr, mm4R r 4. fm mim murm, mf44 rtrut ttreirt, tm 
mim murm, mRsrT-3TPjm, ru- urut ,f4mT- 4leiciiui rrt (4rir> 9 . 4.2014 4 4m Tjarm rrrt t44r m 4 et r4 1 1 
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RTS# [JT TJ# TT T? f^ETrfuTcT FI# 4>T 3li#Tr# 11 RTS# Sli#T 7f# #FTS McH|f$|cl FI# 4?[ fclf# # ^ FIF t£ 

#I7R [JF: TJ# FF T? [##l[#1cT f#FIT FIT# I 

FT#t St [*)<*> t|c|| tjkrEcETT cpt fclfsT # #<*>'; (JF: Pi41Rj1c1 FT# TEE TIFT tjsre F77# yiHF #F #7H F# FT # 
FTcT #7ET F# 50 nfrRTcT Tlf# #1 f#FS?PFT # FTET FT# FT 3li#FF# FPTT I #F1F F# Jlf# F^F TEEETT F# #F# FIT# | 

#F1F 3TEF f#FEE 18.9.2017 F# 7g# -MIFIdil # feRsTTFT FTEET ^TFIT FFT | 


TTTFFflTT YET, -iiiiiifcil^i 

Wf f^ft, 19 TIT#, 2019 

^T. W. 475.—ifl-ii'lHT f#FTF Ff#f#FfT 1947 (1947 FT 14)#HTCT 17 % 3-1^4 <«I t #T##T H 3413 
% t#^14l % % TO# % 7TT5 t#4N4[ 4 t TT% TWITT % #T SEptf if f#f#£ 3TtmP#F f#FTF t FTsfN - 
*K+k afl^TlRl'+i 3#wi/?[Tiri||<|H^ #ih"K % WIT (TTF#-#W 56/2001) ## wrf^ErTT#tI#t#T##r 
HTFT7FT 19.03.2019 ## TTH fair 4TI 

[H. iTO-12012/36/1997-FTW 7 ' (#T-II)] 

7frRT#3TT, srjWT srfltwft 


New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 475. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 56/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Bangalore, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of Vijaya Bank and their 
workmen received by the Central Government on 19.03.2019. 

[No. L-12012/36/1997-IR (B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 

BANGALORE - 560 022. 

DATED : 12 th MARCH 2019 

PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 


C R No. 56/2001 


I Party 

II Party 

Sh. J L Hiremath, 

H No. 153, ShriMallikarju 
Nilay, vinayak Colony, 
Vidyanagar, 

HUB LI - 31. 

The Chairman and Managing 
Director.Vijaya Bank, 

Head Office, 41/2, 

M G Road, 

BANGALORE - 560 001 


Appearances : 

I Party : Shri B. D. Kuttappa, Advocate 

II Party : Shri Pradeep S. Sawkar, Advocate 
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AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide order No. L-12012/36/1997-IR(B-II)dated 16.08.2001 in exercise of the 
power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947) made this reference for adjudication with the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Vijaya Bank is justified in not considering Sh. J.L.Hiremath, Sub-staff for 
permanent absorption w.e.f. 24.08.1982? If not, what relief he is entitled to and from which date?” 

2. A Memo is filed of the I Party on 13.12.2017 which reads thus: 

“That I had filed the above case against the Vijaya Bank for claiming arrears of salary. I have been appointed 
as part-time sweeper at 1/3 scale wages on 15/09/1992. I was converted as PEON on 24/05/1993. Presently I 
have been working as PEON in Lamington Branch, Hubli. Whereas I have settled all my disputes and 
difference and claims with the bank amicably without recourse to further litigation and for that purpose I am 
willing to abandon all my claims against the bank and I have no grievances whatsoever against the bank”. 

3. II Party today filed a memo as below : 

“The Second party submits that in this case the Reference is that “Whether the Management of Vijaya Bank is 
justified in not considering Sri J.L.Hiremath, sub staff for permanent absorption w.e.f. 24-08-1982? If not, what 
relief he is entitled to and from which date?” 

The Second party prays that for the reasons stated in the Memo filed by the first party Hiremath on 24-11-2017 
wherein it is stated that the first party was converted as peon on 24-05-1993 at present he is working as peon in 
Lamington Branch at Hubli, drawing a gross salary of Rs. 40,840/- and that he has settled all his disputes and 
differences and claims with the Bank amicably without recourse to further litigation and for that purpose he is 
willing to abandon all his claims against the Bank and he has no grievances whatsoever against the Bank. 
Hence, he withdrew the above case unconditionally". 

3. When the I Party himself has no further claim against II Party the inference is, there is no dispute 
between the parties. 

ORDER 

Reference is Rejected. 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 12 th March 2019) 


Justice Smt. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer 


Hi 19HTH, 2019 

HT. 3TT. 476.— 3)1^1 Pl-T f^TTH srfiyRHB 1947 (1947 HT 14) # STRT 17 T. 'JfFF if V-Jl4 

% atm hh+ih % srgtn if faffs' 3^1 Rk. if 

JK+K SfWlPH -4I4M4 TT=f ssFT -4I4M4, % THTH 7TW 81/2014) H?f wrfsfH TRrff | 

V£)4 HTTHT TT 19.03.2019 TT W f3jr HTI 

[H. TTtr-39025/01/2019-3TTi3(R (#-Il)] 
TfrRT W, 3upjFT srf&HTft 


New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 476.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 81/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhilwada, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of Bank of Baroda and 
their workmen received by the Central Government on 19.03.2019. 

[No. L-39025/01/2019-IR (B-II)] 
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer 
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appr'er 

SET ^IFTTcRI, ftldgl'ST 

iflduTH 3rftr47|ft : aft 7T7473fl7T TFT, 3TT7.T4.7ft.TT7T. 

SET fftciK 447774 7T7s4T : 81 714 2014 


aft TFT 44 fftcTT aft 3T4T7 el lei 

PftTRft— 73T4eTT, TTF.-ftpST, ffteF-ftleMI-sil I ...Hiaff 

44T4 

1. 734 H£Nftl47, ftftpT wfel, tap 3TT47 4ft4T ft?TTcfr 447, 3T74ft7 

2. ft. tap 3TTTf7 47 jT 4T, wfftft TTTTsTT 44447, f47 3TT47 4ftT4T TTPsTT—744efT, 

7T?.- 4ft7gT, fftMT- ftldcll^l I ...ftftfT 

mfftaTTI 


aft snr.TTT. TlteFft, 3rfft447TT-412ff cfft ftp ft | 
aft tft Term 3T7TT4T, arfftwn-fftFafftTH 4ft afrr ^ i 


44T7T 


fft4T47 18.9.2017 

TITsff aftftrfT ft ft4T §21474774 ft TTftl ft 3FFn fft4T4 arferft Tft 7TI4447 aFT 3TT547T, ftftft, 3T74ft7 ft 
7FT5T ft?T fft4T 44T | 4ft 45 fftT ftft 3T4fft ft 4rft TFTftfTTT 4ft ftft ft 4474 7347T fft4T4 3ft.fft.arfft. 1947, fftfft ftw 
ft anft 3Tfftoi947 7ft TFftfftTT fft4T TTTFFtT, 4ft 4T7T 2 (ft ft cT^cT ?7T '4T4TeFT ft 7FT5T ft^T fft4T I 

7T5T4 ft TITsft eft gKi 4Tft4T 44T ft 4U arfftnT [ft>4l 441 fft 4T2ff fftraft 7T. ft ftf7 3447 g-skl 

4TRsfT— ^T4eF, 7T?.- 4ft^T ft 47f(7 TFF4^ Tft 3F4 7T5T447 44ft 477ft ft§ fftTT47 17.10.01 4ft ftftftF ftcFT 4 T [ftftlftlTT 
fft4T 44T I 1200 4ft fft74 TTeflT TftftlT cTan TTft 4>fthK, 447347 4ft TT44ft ft aifelRcJxl 4TT75TT 44447 4ft 47§ft 4 W-ft- 
ft. ft TTgftFT 477cTT 24 | 4754 3TT4cff 447 tt^t ftft eft 44ft 44 44ft fftwjfe 477 714 24 | fft4S?I ft. 41 ft 4Tsff 4ft 
(ft4(ftcl fftft 44ft ft§ 4mTfft44fftftf 4ft 44 ftt feTTSTT I 1050 7>. HlRT4 ftcFT fftlT 444T 24 | Ift 4 ftft44 ft WT §§ 
fiftisftT TFTftfft ft SFJTTR 147 4474 ft 47?f 44 ftWeT 3Tftl47 ftft ft 737T4ft TfteT ft^T 44 447 fcT^ft §4414 ftft eFTT 
241 4T2ff 4ft fft 45 ?PFT ft fft4T47 29.3.14 4 ft 4(R=I4 T74 ft ft4T ft §2T47 477 fftn I 4Tsff fft4T47 17.10.01 ft fft4T47 
28.3.14 447 fftTTR 4 (ftiltftcl T74 ft fft4aft f47 7ft ft4T ft T4T t I ft(fftl47 T74 ft fft4T47 29.3.14 4 ft TT4T Tjai4747T4 ft 
ijft 4T2ff 4ft 447 4TF 44 fttfftTT 4ft fftn 44T, 4 ft ftrfftTT 4ft ttc[FT ft ft?FT 7ft Fftft 5344 ft 44 44744 fft74T 44T I 
f47 ft 4T7T arffto 1947 4ft 4RT 25-447 44 44444 fft4T 44T 11 4Tsff ft 4>(ftw 47ft4lft 3Fft ft t47 ft ftc|Kd 11 
?TT 4447 arffto 4ft 4TTT 25-ft 4 7^4 44 ft 734444 §34 11 FTsff ft TTHftlcll 3Tft[47Tft 7Tcf 71 FT 447 ^fT 34§47T, ftftft, 
3T74ftT ft 7FTST fft47T44 4ft I fftFSft ft TTHft dl Tjrftr ft 4rft Tftft 4ft ffts4^ I 45 fft4 ft 4ft 3Tft[47 fftm 747ft4 ft 
TJflft tr ft 47^ TTHftldl 4ft §34 I §TT 47744 4F fft744 arffto 1947 4ft 4TTT 2(ft ( 2 ) ft 7T?7T -MI4lcH4 ft TFT5T ft?T 
fft4T 74T T5T t I fftrft 29.3.14 4 ft 4ft 4# ft4T §fft4 4 ft srjfftcT 7^4 3Tftr ftrfftT 47T 412-ft 4 ft §4: Tjft 44 tr fftftrfftfcl 
47Tft 7124 fft4T47 29.3.14 ft §4: ft4T ft ftft 7147 4 ft 3T7rfft ft 7FTT7T ftTFT 4 TifftelFr ft 44FT4 fftft 74lft 7ft 10 ,000 77 
44 ftel ft54TT4T ffteTlft wift ft 34421 fftft vdlft I 

fft45ft47JT 4ft 74T4TeT4 ft 7TeT4 fft4T 44T I 

fft45ft47JT ft 7347T 412f4T 714 ft 4fft7T Tiaftf 4 ft 3R<ft47T7 477ft §5 744T4 ft 4? affftTTT fft74T fft 3Tffto 1947 ft 
3T§7TT7 ft74 7T747T7 tfftft ft4T3ft ft ftp? 737ft47T 7T747T7 t I 3T7T: -MI4M4 4T7T TTFTel 4?I 7ft4Tft 4ft( 4ft 74T 7T477ft 11 
4 §af ftift 47ft4Tft 4ft ftftfftcT 7M4T7 47RrfeT4 ft 4M4 ft 4^4 7T747T7 ft fftftT4§7TT7 ftf 74lftf 4Tfftft, RlTlft feTT 
724ftf4 7FTT4T7 7T4 ft 7J§T4T ft477 34ft44 444141 74T4T 347P447 11 Tiaff 47ftf ft f47 44 47ft4Tft 4lff 75T ft I Tift 4 ft 
3R2Rft ftft tr 7FT4- 7FT4 tr 3RT44eft4 3T7Tfft ft fepr fftft 47Ff ft fftpr '?TT74T ft 77s4 44T an Rl7T4ft 

474§ft 44 547TT4 477 fftn 44T 11 4Taff 4 fftiaft ft 4?zr fftftl75f47 4 arfft47 47T 4rft 7144 3lRdc4 ft 4ft t I fft45ft 
TTftm ml-Mlei-M ft fftfftF mfftef, fftftft, fft447T 4444 74414 ft fftn 44T t, 4?I 7TTcT4T 477ft ft feF? 444 t I 4T2f4T 
TFT csllRel (ftill 74Tft | 
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matt fR 3R7 R ftsf R rf.i matt fft ff tR fftf wt ff m? qqf ftfR fR, fRqRfR wcfW ttRrRf ftsf 
rnrR i R 14 fttftRft Rm fRrR i fRqstt #ft fR sir R rf r f i Rf ^r^r fftf tR fftf qqf ftfcttR fR i 

RR FFFFsR FTt TgFT I FFTFeft FTT ^Tg^TcTT R 3Tc|el’l4>4 fRrFT | 

matt ^ 1 3TqR 31 ST mttaFl R TfRq matFT FF R FfRcT FaRt fR FtRf FrRl |qu ^ qqqq ftqq 

R f% FTatt fRqatt R. ft tR mRtF fRFtFT 17 . 10.01 fR RfRrp R?tf FF mqqR f sff ffR fttR Rg [RRiRtif 

fRrFT FFT STT I (%(% fRFTFT R Rt WR %FT, FrRtFF, FqRcW fR mqqR tR 3% [Rid FTRFT FfRft fR cRJcfl F T^f. 
R^t. R wfm- qqrR |R qqqR qq qqR Rtdi^cfcl) [RdlF> 28.3.14 cTTFT fRqq | [%[% fcrfaT 17.10.01 R ft RfT W#f 
fcrfar 28.3.14 cTTfy FmR fRqstt R. tR tR 3T£flF RrTR F [Ri|(Rd RFlR tR R 1 fSpraft R. Ft R FtR FTF matt TFT [Ri|(Rd 
fRrR FnR Rg FF Rt feRsl | RR FF [Rd|<q 2.9.06,10.1.11 cr 18.7.11 R,mt fRqstt R. tR tR 7(7% R R | RcqRt R Rd^F 
RtFTF Rt fRrstt FT7T mR-T R 1050 FT. dlRl<4> <td -1 cr FTF R qrRcl Rft Fq T[F7 Rl6l4 ■yTcTFT RtR eTFT cTS-TT fR 09 R 
cld -1 [RelR eFTT Faq Rft R Rm c|dd Tsllel R vddl RtFTF ^ddld ^3TT I matt fR f^TSll J I U T R fR-llcp 29.3.14 R (Rdl 
fRR RtfRm Farm RtfRm Rttf, 7?R7fr ^ancrsn f^ f^r, tfi^ tfr^t sfcn^ frn sfifttf #tt ^ tjsttf ttft f^n i wff ^ 

cR-dlcMld ^ TT^?f 1 f7F TFT Rd[d> 6.7.11.TT^t 2 t'TF g"RT HTsff tfj c||i|l^ei, sfFT 3TR[7f>Rt, -SjTcTcTT gTTT HTsff 
Far ^ feTTsTT W m, W^\ 3 cr 4 ?im TFT TT^f 5 cpgt^T f tf tjRfft TFT 9^, W^\ 6 frF TFT RTTf^eR, TT^?f 7 
TJFTTeT TFT 3TT^T TTMcT RFTfM Tf^ FTeFTT, T^TtM^F TFT FFT TT^f 8, W^\ 9 sTTF ^TJR TFT FF, Fisff TFT 

flaiRlcF FFFT WH FF?t 10, FF-ft TFT FTS-RtT FF FF?f 11, fTF FRT sjTF F?! TFtst FfcT FF?t 12, ?IK1I FFSTcF TFT 

FF FF?f 13 F 14 ^?T I f^R5 3 FTsff ^ tfFF f%FT t f% ^R FRT Rf 1«H fcTFFT F |tf FRT f^FT FFT tf^ 
R^R-d FF F^f 11 fcTfecT R 3TT^T ^F#tlF?FTfrt%^fTFT[5t » FFF^ F 3FF FFF FR7TT FT I -dNell 
FTRsTT R RT^r FiR 2 $ 3TRl7FRt R | ^ tf\ RtfRIF R FTfR t^ f^p? FFF 3lR[TFRt R RtF)|R^I F?r aft | FTT Rt TIFFTF 
FlcTT FT F^TTFT ^TFPi fFT R W FT I FF^FfeT FTFF f^FFi 7% fFT R W FT I FIT F^l t f% tFT R FfRfTT 
F FFT^Rt FF f^FTpi FFTF# FT RfI F^f f%FT 11 FF?t 1 FTFFel RTF^eR t I FF?f 2 $ RTTF ftaTf^lFT FRFFT FTT 
TFl^ FFFT RTeFF F^f 11 FF?f 3 R 9 FF FTTF^ f%R fR t FFT^ FRT Fisff FF RfFRTF cfT FT FF^ Rl^Rd Flfl FT I 
F? FTRFT FelcT t f% ^ FRl F^f ?lFi ?FT FTRR R^Od F# Fl I FTcTcff TFaTT F^t f%TSTT T^t t I 3TFt 

f^R? R FF ^fl FT1TT t f% FF^f 13 F 14 Rfl RtF)|R^I R RTfRtF FF 11 FTl RRRt RR af F? fFT TFtR R FTFT FleTT 
FT I FF?f 12 FRT "grp TffY "gfcT "t | FFxT RTTSF t^ TsRTF R 7Ti=r tt ^ -j -^et FTFeT Hull FTT F^tSRT R F? F>6dl t fRr 
FTsff tRlFT ^FF t-M Ft4fT^ t^ ^ f^FTFT 17.10.01 FT frp 3T1FT F^FT, FTRsTT ■FTFeTT R tRrFT ^FF FF FTFF^ ^ 
3PF FTFTFFT FTTrf ttttR RlFlRlF F^T ^3TT I Fisff R FTRFT FFFFT F> MfTTJFR FFTFFT TfqRrRt R F7F $ RfTFT 
28.3.14 FFT F7T^ FTTrf TT«1lRd F#T RtfT, F ^1 FTTFFR FFRTF, F MFNeTl, FqR FfRtF FTRf FlffRT FF 

FtRI Rt fq? R FRT FTfRrRt R FTF R RfIRf F^T f%FT FFT FT I FR-ff F?T R^Rd RFTFT 17.10.01 ^ 28.3.14 FFT 
ftFSft FT ^ F^f F^l t, F ^1 RfRtF FTfR ^ F^ I RF1FT 2.9.06,10.1.11 F 18.7.11 F> FRT FRff F7T FFFfr FTF FT 

ftRfRT Rt^ff RtR fttR RtfttRf RtR fttR ftt fsf fftf Rrstt 11 Rrt fRtftRT R frt fR fff fftr R ff 
^Rf RT RtR fR Rf ft Rt 31%t f 3TFFF t fRtRt ff 3tRtfttR fR Rtfrtf ffRtf fR^ fRtftr fff fR 11 ftR? 
R RRtft RffRtRT R ff R fR 1050 f. ftRtft Rttf Rft fttft fftf Rrstt t i ff Rr fftf Rrft t Rr qRff fR 

2009 FT TJ7T RfF fRefR eTFT I TTTRf R RdlF> 29.3.14 R RfT FTRfT fRR RfT TJ2TFT F77FT F FFTFR 13 fR fR ffRT 
RfT FlFT RrsTT ^ RRtf FR-ft tpRT fRqRr R RtRtftF R fRT FFT 3TF: RfT ‘'JFFT F 77 R Tpr F?F RT FeTRT fRT FTFT 
tl frR R Rtfrtf ftfRtf ftarRiFT fRfft ftff ffftRf Rf fRt RtR ti fRqRRpT R 3 tRtf RpjRf fRtfr 

FTTfRtF R WT R qR 7 FtRT t ttR F-sfR(F FTFTFR FF R RT Flf ^FFT R WT R 3 TtRfF FtR FtR 11 FlRt fR 
3R8TTRr cfR FT FTFF FTFF FF 3RTFTTef(F 3TFfR R feTF T14)l§ FTlR tR [eR fRqRT Rft gKI FFTT FFT R FT RRt fRlfeT 
R FR-ft F fRrRr Rrp TPT Rfet FfRrp F fRFTFTF, TT7T FTFT FRf FTFT FTT FTFTFT t I f^RF R FFTF FF FF FTFFT t fR RR 
FTFeTT FTF R 17 3TFFTR 2016 fR fR#F fRrFT aq | ^TRsTT FFtTFT R FF FF fRRf fRrFT aq | FTaff Ift R fR 2001 R 
FTFtR FF eTFT aq | FF fRT t fRr qraft R (RdiF> 28.3.14 FFT FTTF fRrFT aq | Fiaff R eFTTFR FTtR fRrFT FT fR R fR 
FFT FFTFT ^ FFtfRr RR MlR-ciF FFT fR aR | ttfR 1 Rft TfR fRrsR FTFT FtFT fR 11 FfR 2 Fiaff Fq FTFfRFT 

ctftttRRt ftf RRfr R Rtft 1 1 fR 2011 R ftf RRfr ftRt R fft fR t, f R R ffR ffftsr ffftfft ff^I 2 
ff Rft fR Riff erRt ftft fRi R i ffR 3 f 4 Rft tR Rr ft R fRi fft fftft FFffRr Rft R Rff Rf qq qRt R, q 
Rr FF F7 Rft tRT RffeT efRt Ipf R I FF fRT R fRr FF?f t^F 1 FFtR FRT R?T fRrFT FFT R I FF?f TTF 2 Rt Rft R Rqr 

fRrFT R,fR RR tjR 3TfRrrqR R Rq fRrFT R i FF?f 3 Rft fR Rtq R Rft fRrFT fft R, f^tR fRFrrR tt ^ Rt R i /3 

RfF tR gTTFF felFFT Rt Fl gRr FTTFFTrR FRt R FFtfRr RRt mIRff qqr FTFF FTF R FRt aR | qr^f t^F 4 Ft YF 9 Rft 

ski Rft fRrR qR R i fRRTFT 28 . 3.14 fR qrRf fR Rft R fftR fttR ftff RtfRn Rfi ft FRt fft FRt R 1 ff ftfft 

FeTF R fRr FTF FF fR TTFTsFTF Rft R TFFT RtefT Rl I TTfR 12 tFT tR qRT fFT R | RdlF> 31.6.14 FTFu qq RtRf feTTsTT 
§3TT R Rett RtRf feRsTT 1|3TT R I Rett RRft fRrFFT aq, ?FFR gR FTTFFfR FRt R I 2001 R Fiatt fR 1050 F 2014 R 
9000 F. R Fqq RfF fRFT FFT Rt Ft gR fttffttR FRt R I RR RiRRf FTFFF FTF R FRt afr | 2001 R 2013 F> Rf 
matt FTjRt RffwR FlfRR FFT FRt FFT FTFTFT FFtfRr FFFF FtR FTFtR RRrFF FRt R I frp qq FTrRf RRtT 
1100-1200 F> Rf R RtFT I TTTaft 3 TTfR FRT aq qR RmR R FRt R I FTaff PTfI^IF tR tRff FFnR q FFTfR FTT Fqq 

FTFFT aq | iqF FF tR 3Te1lc|| 3fk fRR FtRftR Rft R F5T Rt Ft 'fpR FFT dRl R I 3TFT Rj 1'T6 R FF Rt FTFT R fRr qrstt 
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r 4 tkfRT 4EE ET ■grcTFT Ri|(4o TUT 4 UTET ET I EU RTURT ReTE t f4 4 rt R>4e4 44 4 RETE REFT 4 TUT 

tl 

UTT EERT vjfT TERSER TTTSE 4 TTEST TFEJE e 4 R^ t, ETT4 #T 4 ETaff 4 kTRTR 44 rEET 4 RUTT 

4 ukur eu P4rr f4ET f4 msff 4 Irt etrt reTet, trett unchi, ruo e4st 4 Rrir> 17 . 10.01 4 28 . 3.14 ret 
eFTTETT R f^mf^TcT TUT 4 TUTRlf TpT 3FE TTUTERT ER cJe 4 f4ET t, kFERTT (4i|(4cl TUT 4 ETFj4 EE tjeetR f4ET RET 
11 Rr(e> 29.3.14 e 4 f4uT f44T 4rf4rr 4rf4rr 4 REeT 4 rr f44 4 tt 4e4t rettettt f44 f4n Trrsff e4 4et 4 

TJSRE ET fklT RET 11 t 4 3Tf4o 1947 e 4 HTTT 25-TRT Uf5T w4lU 11 UTT EERT EE-ft EE 4 rT tjeRTRTE 3T%T 11 RU 

gr: 4 rt 4 (44,40 44 4rt tjeeetr f4f4 4 [jr: fkgf4f tee ttrj4 crtr EkeTTH efr et4 uht 3t4[re4 11 
3ut4 rutt 4 ttr4r 4 ^ETfkE ^tct 4k f et stue 44e4t 4^ ttert rrte 4^er 99444 uur^Uier ft^jRer tee 

efRT e 44 2017-n-W 4 4n 456, TRt4t f4u TRET 44TTET TFE 2015 W W 3TTT 4 tT 225 R TTTT RTRTT 4rf4cT 

TRET f4uE RETT 444 TTET 2015 W T^r gfjT 4 r 990 4?T f44 I ERR RUTT 4 f44?T 4 f4is4 f44tTEE e 4 4k 4 
erRer 3tRteeet 4 f44<R f4ET f4 et4 r f4is4 f et 4 rer (44mce r 44rt 4 44t r4 t# t i ETsff 4r 4 rt 
RTTT Rt 4T 4r fkgEE E4 f4ET RET t, R 4 ?TT 'ETETeTE 4l ETEeT 4t TJERT^ EE 4RT4EER t I RTsft 4f 3 T?EETc4r 
3TEf4 4 feTT TUe 4 4 feP? ETRefT TTRET 4 TETT RRT ET I f^RT 3T4EET4 4 RTsff 4t (4i|(4o f44 TTT4 RTR7T 

Rt9>iR^i 41 r4 Rt^iR^i er4 rtt 44 arfeur r4 rt, r 4 4e f44t teeh 4 tjRer 4 tttr u^ tetiM 4 rtrr 
1 1 4e 4 ttueee ce4oiR 4 4T (4y(4o 4 ttrtt 7etr4et 4 et4e 4t ttr 4 t, f4rr4 et4 4 trt4Et tettrtt rri 4 
TJRET 4 TTTcft tl RUTT 4 TETsRt 4 R4i4 -RtRpe ^TRfcT tjRer 44EE TTf^TT 4>4 Rm RRET f44?T TEErfr eTTeT 
Rl4cTT R 3ER 4 3 t4 STIR 2006 4r 1165 4?T f4RT I 

44 rr4rr rutt rt 44 f4RT i tr^r ^rtRee ^44 ett rtt 4r ttterr siker re rr4 rt4r4r rer 

f4RT I 

'ETETeET 4 TET5T RlRK4i| fiEg RU t f4 RRT f^REE 29.3.14 r 4 f4RS4 fRT 4 RTsft r4 3T%T TUT 4 4rT 4 
TJRR7 f4RT t? ?TT TTRR 4 RTsft 4 ^TET R4aER 4 EU RT2R f4RT t f4 e 4 f44PE 17.10.01 4t 4f4RT 4?R RT TUe4 
R SEE TTUEEE RTt 4 4^ f4ia4 4. 2 RTERT TTRRRT, fRT 3TEE RRTRT, RTEsTT RTRTTT RTTT (44RlO f4RT RET ET I RTsff 4 

Roi'ce 28.3.14 rrt eFTETR 4 rt 4 rr 4 f4ET 11 RTsff 4t 4 r4 (4e(4o f44 ttt4 4 4re 4 f4Ra4 Irt 4 3tReet4 4 
Roice 2.9.06, 10 . 1 .H r 18.7.H r 4 f4W4E 4r r4 11 4 1050 ts. hiRtr> 4rr 4et tttrt et i 2009 4 tjr 4rr 

f4ei4 tirt i 4 ree 29.3.14 e4 4rt r44 44tt f44 4rf4rr 4 rr4 4rr f44 r e44i ^etrtr f44 4 rt RTsff r4 
4rt 4 tjert rtt 4et ret i RTsff 4 ttr4 i 4 14 rtrt4tt f4rr4 (4 e(4o f44 ttt4 4 4re 4 R-mofMl re ' rr 4 3 
4 5 4t 4 ?t f44 1 1 err trse 4 4rr 4 th ^ u i 4r retet, rtert rrert, t 4 f4 Roi'ce 17 . 10.16 4 err eert 4 
rr4tr t# t, wf4 57ET r4ee 4 4r 3 tr4 ret4 4 eu rtut t f4 msff r4 4ree 17 . 10.01 4 Irt 34e rrrt, 
EERT ETRET 4 4(4rt 4cTR RT TTRt 4 R 3EE R7l4 4^ (44RlO r 4( f4ET RET t I 3TT4 EU 4r RTUT t f4 EERT RRERT 
4 f44ET3ETT f^REE 28.3.14 r4 RRT r 4^ RTEf RTsff 4 TERtRe r 4 f4ET 11 f^RTRT 17.10.01 4 28.3.14RRT f4TRT R 
(4 r(4o 4r 4 Rrg f4ru 4 eu eJIrtr f4ET t f4 RE-ft 2001 4 4(rt4 rt ert et 4k tjtt4 Roice 

28.3.14 RRT RTEf f4ET 11 4 EU r 4( RRT TTRTRT f4 RTsff 4 eFTTRE RTt 4 f4ET ET r 4( EElf4 44 RtkER r 4 4 I 
f4Rs4 4 rr4 t^e i 4 ipr 9 re 4 4 44f4R 4 rt 4 etet4tt 4r ^etetee 4 ttre 4e f44 1 1 

Utt rrte f4Ra4 r4 4e 4 erR-er rrtu 4 rr 2001 4 28 . 3.14 rrt f4Ra4 4 rt 4 rtt 4 f4ET etrt 
t4rtE f4ET 11 T3RR RSE msfl R f4RS4 fRT 4 RTTT RT^R f44 r 4 f4f4r RTRT44 4 4 EETkTR 11 r4 
(4r(4o f44 rtt 4 cERTTkkr eert rrert 4 3tr 4 TESRTfkRTTfM r4 re 4r 4 ert 11 utt rrttt tjrr 3Erf4 4 RTsff 
RR f4Ra4 fRT 4 Rcfk TTUTERT Rt4et 4 RTEkR UER tj4 tut 4 RRTklR 11 'ETETcTE r 4 EU 47RRT t f4 RET Ekf r4 
4rt 4 Ef4o 1947 r4 ettt 25-4 4 rur (4r(4o 4rt r4 44 4 3tt 4 t REif4 e4 rr r4 2001 4 28 . 3.14 rrt 

4r 4 f rt 4 RRk TTUTERT Rt4e 4 RTEkR UETT RRTfkR ^ET 11 UTT RRTE Rl4 r4 (4r(4o R eFTTRE TUT 4 r4 

4 arkiRT r4 4r4 (4r4 4rt 4 t 4 t i Ef4 e4 r4 4r4 (4r(4o r efttre e4 4 4 utt 4r&t 4 ^et etse 
4r4 4e r 4 'ETETeET 4 REST 4 e RE4 ET%4 4 4 Ee4 RET e4 r 4 E# t I 3Tf4o 1947 r4 ETTT 25-EE 4 
rue Ef4 f44 44 rt r4 4ri4 tfttre r (4r(4o tut 4 t?rt r 4 4 3Tf4RT r4 t4 ur 4 t3ttr4 4e4 4 tj4 (44«ir> 

r 4 3Tf4o 1947 r4 EET 25-"^RT r 4 RTeTRT RERT EEERT 11 EEfE 4 e 4 4 ij4 ^ ETU RR 4f4TT ET 4f4TT r4 ^RTT 

4 4rr 44 4et tttet eeeert 11 t 4 f4f444R tut 4 4rt 4 ret r 4 fkn ret t i t4 t44rt -^tr rt4 4 
4e f44 t t3r4 4rt 3ttrt 4rr4t 4^ tteju rrte 4^rr rr44e uu4krer (^s^Rei rtr 4rt r44 2017-n-w 
T^eT 4 4 tt 456 ,TEt4t f4u RRTE ukETET TTTE 2015 W W 3TE 4 tt 225 4f 4 4 ETEett 4 T3RR ETReft 4 Rs4 4 
TTgEE 'ETETeET 4 RE-ft r4 4rt4 r 4 3Tf4o 1947 4 EUR (4i|(4o 4 rT ETRT aTT I fkrafl 44 RET t 4 'ETkTRT 4 e 
7J.4r.TTE.4. RRTE f44?T TTETfr eTTeT RR 4 t f4ET RET 11 T3RR ^ETf^RT ^TE 4 E®E R|RK|4 r ETEeT 4 Ra4 4 Tj4 
TUT 4 kFE 11 T3RE ^ETkTRT ^4 e 440 1947 4 444r e 4 t, R 4 R|RK|4 r ETEeT 4 ttt4 r4 4rt 4rt 4 (4r(4o 
TUT 4 f4^f4r 4 TTRE 4 f44T f4RTR r 4 RE RERT 11 UE -ElillelR r 4 ETE EU 4ETRT t f4 RE-ft r4 Rr'|R> 29.3.14 
r 4 3Tf4o 1947 r 4 RTeTRT R^t Re4 3T%T TUT 4 4rT 4 TJER7 f%ET RET t STEET r4,t 4 f4 Er4rR f44ER 4 
3T3EE RETkTR ^3TT t f4 RTaff r4 4rt4 44o 1947 4 EUR (4i|(4o 4 rt4 t 4 t RET e4 4rT 4 TJERT f44 ttt4 4 
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% 31%) 1947 7f?r fcTRT 25-qqi eft qRTqr q#l qft % t cTSIT 3#0 1947 q?l HT7I 2-qTT 7f> cT^TT TTsff S#|q> qft 
qfa-W 3 STTeTT 11 ?7T qqqq Tuff cfjl Rq'icb 29.3.14 q/l 3T%1 WJ Tf TfqT VI TjapF f%qT W 11 

3rq Rtsrt qq 11% msft qjt w arjcftq Rchi-mi qml? % f4qq f%T7 3 qisff 7)13 qqf qq> q?r eFfr qrcnq 
f^iafl fq> -% 3i#q ^ 11 qfr ^cfci qp>ff ^ w Tgqrft Tfrfgrcr wi f%rq qq %r f%n 11 qtfq 

%%> ^TeT 3 41 qqq -illRlcb -^TeT -% clSTff t£ STJTTR wff q/t 4ciq 7f> TT1S-T Tfqr 4 qqicl f% qfl4 3TI%T 
f% % 4| fTmrTitifrq qiqql 4 TTS-ft q4 fq> q?f 4qT 4 [jq: RqluH t£ ^FTpa-T ^eTT ?£) ferfaT Tl gq : 

f^RTfqR ciq> 4qT Tjaiqtqqpq q> Wq % 4ciq q mRc-IIT q4 50 yfcl^lcl Tlftl f4c% qfr4 t£ 3TT%1 f44 ^TFIT -414)Rid 
714SMI fj 

3TcT: vsqrl f44qq t£ 3IRTR 9T qq 3(1^1 Rill vjIIcII ^ f% — 

TTsff Slf4q> aft BET qq fcTcTT 41 TRET Mel wft q4 qq qqTqqqqt, sVf%7T qqqfeiq, 31FF q%qT, tmcfl 
qqq 3M#7 q 4o f q> 3TFF q%T, 7qR4 TTRsTT qqqqt, t7R 31FF q%T, TTHsTT - qWclT, qqo- q^T, RfeTT- 41eMiqT 
qrq Rdl4> 29.3.2014 qr %T ^apF Tfr^qT qRfcl qq tq % 11 TTsff gq: TJ^ qq qq RqlRiq ql4 qq 3rRrqr4 

11 qisfl srf4q> qrr w qqqftr?! q>t f^Rr qi qq qiq 7^ ^flTR gq: qq qq RqlRiq Rqq qn^ 1 

qTsff ^Rq> tlcii ijarq77fr7 u l T^t ferfaT ^ elq>'; gq: PiqlRjia sl^i HTp t|c|| ijarq? TfrT^ qRq Rq c|cn 7}ft q^ 

tgci Tjqq 7f?t 50 qfrRTTT 'JiRi ‘jfl f^qsTl J 1 u 1 Tl yiKi qK'-l Tfq 3rRq>i'<l qfqr I qqTC T^t MPel q^q>K t^t i^qfl vri 1 R | 

qqiq 3TM f^qTTp 18.9.2017 q7T Tgel -yiqidq (el74141 qnqr7 71,4141 qqT I 

71 c4 RH Cl qiq, '414141^1 


qf 19 TTP^, 2019 

qiT. W. 477.—3fl-5^1 Rl■+. ftqrq srf^t^qrr 1947 (1947 qq 14) # STRT 17 %3i^7U| tqqfRrH3+l7 
qi# +i7q'K?rq aqqi ifirr % qqaqq% P4l44i 4r qq% qqfqqff % #q sr^qq t faffs' sMifR* 
i%qrq t %7fRr 7Kq,|7 aflcylRlq srf&qqnq.^-ssiTr r 44H4 q. 2, % qqiq (qq^f wit 11/2010) ^r 

wrf^nrqr#tV^lq ^ 14.03.2019^twfq;qi 


[q. xqr-22011/02/20lO-qrfsqr (Tfrinr-n)] 
TT%^q )%, sp^W 3Tf%qqft 


New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 477. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 11/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2 Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Food 
Corporation of India and their workmen received by the Central Government on 14.03.2019. 

[No. L-22011/02/2010-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH. Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 
Present: Sh. A.K. Singh, Presiding Officer 

ID No.11/2010 

Registered on 19.05.2010 

Sh. Jasbir Singh, S/o Sh. Iqbal Singh, R/o House No. 1361, 

Dogar Basti. Right Side, Faridkot. ... Workman 

Versus 

The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, 

District Office, Faridkot. 

...Management 
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AWARD 


Passed on:-07.03.2019 


Central Government vide Notification No. L-22011/2/2010-IR(CM-II) Dated 10.05.2010, under clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter called the Act), has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of the management of Food Corporation of India in allegedly terminating the services of Shri 

Jasbir Singh w.e.f. 22.04.2004 is legal and justified? To what relief is the claimant entitled for?” 

1. The facts, in brief, are that the workman was initially engaged by the management of FCI as typist w.e.f. 
01.01.1996 at District Office, Faridkot and worked up to December 2006 when he was not allowed to work as Steno but 
was assigned the work of Driver. It is also alleged that he worked as driver since January 2007 to 31.05.2007. When 
workman requested management for assigning work of Typist, management instead of redressing his genuine grievances 
chose to terminate his services without complying with the law and after 31.05.2007, the services of the workman as 
Steno was orally terminated. The workman has worked with the respondent-management under the direct supervision 
from 01.01.1996 to 31.05.2007 regarding which certificates have been issued by the officers of the respondent- 
management, which are attached as Annexure Wl, W2 and W3 with the claim petition. The workman was not given any 
notice nor any retrenchment compensation for his services despite the fact that he completed 240 days in each calendar 
year. Juniors to the workman have been retained by the respondent-management while terminating his services against 
the violation of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The claim of the workman is also covered by the 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court filed by Smt. Rajwant Kaur, who had been awarded reinstatement by the Tribunal 
in similar circumstances which had also been upheld by the Hon'ble High Court. Similarly, Rajwant Kaur had preferred 
a writ petition before the Hon'bel Punjab & Haryana High Court regarding regularisation in view of Food Corporation of 
India policy dated 05.05.1987 and consequently, she had been granted relief from the Hon’ble High Court. The workman 
has remained unemployed after his termination. It is prayed that respondent-management may kindly be directed to 
reinstate him with full back wages and other consequential benefits including regularisation without any further loss. 

2. Respondent-management has filed its written statement, denying the workman’s employment with the 
management of Food Corporation of India. In fact, he was employed through Grover Commercial College, Faridkot. 
Hence, there was no relationship of master and servant between the parties as such, the claimant was not a workman 
employed by the respondent-management and showing of management Food Corporation of India within the meaning of 
Clause S of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, the dispute does not fall within the ambit of Industrial 
Disputes Act. The present reference is bad in law and is not maintainable as the claimant was never employed by the 
respondent-management. The service of the workman was availed by the respondent-management through Grover 
Commercial College and all the payments were made by the respondent-management directly to M/s Grover 
Commercial College, Faridkot. No appointment letter or termination letter was issued to the workman by the respondent- 
management. The workman has not made the party to M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, as such, present 
reference deserves to be dismissed on the ground of non-joinder of necessary party. It is also alleged that answering 
respondent had no administrative, economic and disciplinary control over the workman. It is worth mentioning that 
workman after his termination from service started plying his own independent vehicle as a Taxi and used for the 
respondent-management for the officers and hire basis and has paid the Taxi charges. The workman was not the 
employee of Food Corporation of India while plying taxi and received payment as a private taxi car driver. Copies of 
payment and vouchers are enclosed as Ex.M with the written statement. The fact, that the deployment of workman by 
M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, has been admitted by the workman vide his letter dated 01.07.2007 and copy 
is enclosed as Annexure M and contention raised by the workman is false, frivolous and vexatious. The alleged 
certificate issued by the official of the respondent-management in connivance of the workman for which notices are 
issued by the management to the officials, who had issued these certificates and they were taken to task. It is pertinent to 
mention that M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, has also issued the certificate to the workman and he was being 
paid for the work done from 01.01.1996 to 12/2006 by M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot. No industrial dispute 
was existed between the workman and respondent-management so, question of violation of Industrial Disputes Act does 
not arise. It is requested that reference has no force in the eye of law and is liable to be answered accordingly. 

3. Petitioner/workman has submitted its replication to the written statement filed by the management with all those 
averments made in the claim petition hence, it will not be reasonable to repeat the same. 

4. To prove the facts in the claim petition, workman has examined himself as WW1, Balbir Kaur as WW2, 
Raghbir Singh as WW3 and Sanjay Kumar as WW4. Workman Jasbir Singh has submitted his affidavit as evidence in a 
cryptic manner, alleging therein that he was posted at Typist in the Admn. Section of Food Corporation of India and 
worked as Typist w.e.f 01.01.1996 to 31.12.2006. Thus, the fact, alleged in his affidavit is regarding the tenure of work 
with the respondent-management but there is nothing stated in his affidavit as when and how he had been engaged by the 
management, what was the role of M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, in his appointment. Witness Balbir Kaur 
has asserted in her affidavit that she knew personally Jasbir Singh, who was posted as Typist in Food Corporation of 
India, Faridkot, Admn. Section since 1996 till her retirement in the year 2005. Similarly, Raghbir Singh has alleged in 
his affidavit that he had worked with the claimant/workman up to 18.07.2005 and has seen Jasbir Singh working as 
Typist in Admn. Section. Witness Sanjay Kumar, WW4 is a Typewriter Machanic, who has stated that while repairing 
typewriters of the management, he has seen workman Jasbir Singh, working as Typist in the Office of Food Corporation 
of India, Faridkot, since 1996 to 31.12.2006. Thus, the averments made by WW2 Balbir Kaur, WW3 Raghbir Singh and 
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WW4 Sanjay Kumar are confined only his services rendered to the respondent-management from 01.01.1996 to 
31.12.2006, which is not disputed by the management itself in his written statement. Thus, this is the admitted fact 
between the parties that workman rendered his services as Typist in the establishment of respondent-management from 
01.01.1996 to 31.12.2006. 

5. The respondent-management has examined Ankush Singla as R-l, who has admitted that workman worked as 
Typist from 01.01.1996 to December 2006 in his establishment, who was engaged through Grover Commercial College, 
Faridkot. He has also admitted that workman owned a private taxi, which was hired by the department officials as per 
their requirements. He has specifically denied the termination by the management on 31.05.2007 and admitted that 
Ex.Wl to W3 were issued by the management-officials in connivance to the workman. Management has examined 
another witness Ramesh Kumar Grover, proprietor of M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, who has submitted his 
affidavit Ex.R-2 and asserted that workman Jasbir Singh was engaged in Food Corporation of India through him and 
there was agreement with the college and Food Corporation of India for supply of the workmen. According to him, 
workman Jasbir Singh worked with him for 8 years and Ex.R3 has been issued by him as per demand of workman. Ex.R- 
3 is a certificate issued by this witness that workman/Jasbir Singh) had been working with him as casual Typist on 
contract basis. He was paid for the work done by him from 01.01.1996 to 31.12.2006. 

6. I have heard Sh. S.S. Maini, Ld. Counsel for the workman and Sh. Anil Shukla, Ld. Counsel for the 
management and perused the file carefully. 

7. The issue as to whether the workman was engaged by the employer/management directly or through contractor 
is the bone of contention between the parties. There is no dispute about preposition of law that onus to prove that 
claimant/workman was in the employment of management is always on the claimant/workman and it is for the workman 
to adduce evidence to prove factum of his employment with the management. 

8. Question remains to be seen whether the workman was directly engaged under the respondent-management. 
This fact has to be proved by the documentary evidence as well as oral evidence. At the very outset, it may be mentioned 
that there is not a single document to prove that the workman was directly employed by the respondent-management. 
The workman Jasbir Sing has clearly accepted during cross-examination that his name was not sponsored by the 
employment exchange and he was neither issued any appointment letter by the management nor any termination letter 
was issued by the management. He has accepted that he rendered his services in Food Corporation of India on behalf of 
M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, who provided salary for typing work in different departments to the persons 
including Food Corporation of India. He has clearly admitted that he has rendered his service as Typist in Food 
Corporation of India on behalf of the said institute. The workman has clearly stated that M/s Grover Commercial 
College, Faridkot, raised the bill which was being paid by the Food Corporation of India. Thus, the workman has clearly 
accepted during his cross-examination that he had rendered his services to the Food Corporation of India on behalf of 
Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, from beginning to end. He has also accepted the letter Mark A, which is an 
application signed by the workman himself in which he has accepted that he was appointed through Grover Commercial 
College, Faridkot. Similarly, witness Balbir Kaur WW2 has also accepted the facts regarding the mode of payment to 
M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, for the services regarding typing work done by workmen. She has also 
accepted that before engaging Jasbir Singh, post had neither been advertised nor his name was sponsored by employment 
exchange. She has also accepted that after termination of contract of M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, 
workman has started profession of taxi, which were used by the officials of the Food Corporation of India and payment 
was accordingly made to the workman. 

9. The Hon'ble Supreme Court after analyzing the catena of cases has laid down in Balwant Raj Saluia Vs. Air 
India Limited in Civil Appeal No.10266 dated 25.08.2014, two well recognised tests to find out whether the labours are 
the contract employees of the principal employer are:- 

1) Whether the principal employer pays the salary instead of contractor and 

2) Whether the principal employer controls and supervise the work of the employees? 

The facts regarding the payment of salary to the workman by M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, is not 
a matter of dispute in the light of the cross-examination of the witness WW1 Jasbir Singh and WW2 Balbir Kaur. Ld. 
Counsel for the workman contended that in fact it is the management of Food Corporation of India, who exercised 
actually control and supervise the work of workman. In this connection, he has drawn my attention towards the 
certificate Ex.Wl, W2 and W3, which were letters issued by the Assistant Manager(Admin) for District Manager of 
Food Corporation of India in favour of Jasbir Singh regarding his work and conduct. This fact is not denied by the 
respondent-management MW 1 Ankush Singla in his cross-examination. 



“If the contract is for supply of labour, necessarily, the labour supplied by the contractor will work under the 
directions, supervision and control of the principal employer but that would not make the worker a direct 
employee of the principal employer, if the salary is paid by contractor, if the right to regulate employment is 
with the contractor, and the ultimate supervision and control lies with the contractor. 

The principal employer only controls and directs the work to be done by a contract labour, when such labour 
is assigned/allotted/sent to him. But it is the contractor as employer, who chooses whether the worker is to be 
assigned/allotted to the principal employer or used otherwise. In short, worker being the employee of the 
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contractor, the ultimate supervision and control lies with the contractor as he decides whether the employee 
will work and how long he will work and subject to what conditions. Only when the contractor assigns/sends 
the worker to work under the principal employer, the worker works under the supervision and control of the 
principal employer but that is secondary control. The primary control is with the contractor.” 

11. Thus, the principal enunciated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court clearly establishes that mere supervision of work is 
not sufficient to prove the relationship of employer and employee till it is proved that there was a control and supervision 
of it. The management control includes the authority of dismissal, taking of disciplinary action and continuity of service 
etc. Claim petition filed by the claimants is mum on this score and witnesses examined by the workman have not 
mentioned any specific averments in his affidavit regarding the appointment, authority of dismissal or taking of 
disciplinary action by the management. Per contra, it is admitted by the workman jasbir Singh WW1 and witness Balbir 
Kaur WW2 during cross-examination by the management-counsel that Food Corporation of India used to pay the bill for 
typing of the workman, who was deployed in the management of Food Corporation of India. The statement of these 
witnesses are very much clear that actual control rested with M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot and after the 
termination of the contract between the Food Corporation of India and M/s. Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, the 
services of workman came to an end. 

12. Fd. Counsel for the workman has contended that the alleged contractor Ramesh Kumar Grover has no valid 
licence to supply contract labours to the management of Food Corporation of India and respondent-management has not 
got any licence also. It is true that there is no such record placed by either of the parties in file but in my considered 
view, if it is proved that workman has been initially employed by M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, and who 
was deputed to rendered his services as Typist in the respondent-management of Food Corporation of India then question 
of licence looses its relevance and argument advanced by the learned counsel for the workman has no force at all. 

13. So far as employment of workman Jasbir Singh as driver of management is concerned. Fearned counsel for the 
workman further argued that management/respondent had taken service of workman as driver of its vehicle has alleged 
in claim petition but, this fact is not even proved by the workman through his affidavit, which is very cryptic and runs as 
follow:- 


“I was posted as a Typist in the Admn. Section of Food Corporation of India, Faridkot and I worked as a 
typist w.e.f. 01.01.1996 to 31.12.2006. ” 

Thus, workman has nothing stated in his affidavit about his service as driver of vehicle of management. Contrary 
to the argument of the learned counsel for the workman, witness Balbir Kaur has accepted that workman was plying taxi 
after hirmination of contract between M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot and FCI of which FCI and official of 
the management of Food Corporation of India also hired taxi of workman against its payment. The evidence adduced by 
Balbir Kaur during cross-examination fortified the plea taken by the management that it is workman who had started 
business of plying taxi and service of taxi was hired by the officials of the management against its payment. Thus, the 
arguments advanced by the learned counsel for the workman has no force in the eye of law. 

14. In last limb of the argument of learned counsel for the workman placing reliance in the judgment of Hon'ble 
High Court in Rajwant Kaur Vs. Food Corporation of India and others, dated 08.07.2003 contended that in a similar 
situation and facts, Hon’ble Tribunal as well as Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana was pleased to reinstate the 
workwoman Rajwant Kaur and ordered for regularization of her services. I have gone through the judgments of the 
Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court. It is clear that facts of that case are altogether different from the case of 
workman in question. In that case on requisition of the management, petitioner Rajwant Kaur was selected and appointed 
as Typist by the management of Food Corporation of India itself on daily wages basis and in that capacity she rendered 
her service from 31.07.1985 to March 1986 and later on from 01.05.1986 to June 1988 the letter period of service were 
shown through a private security agency namely Industrial Security and Allied Services, Kapurthala. The Tribunal as 
well as Hon'ble High Court dealing with the case of Smt. Rajwant Kaur had given finding with the name of the 
Industrial Security Agency was shame and camouflage in order to defeat the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act and 
order was passed accordingly by the Tribunal and subsequently by the Hon'ble High Court. In the present case, there is 
nothing on record to prove that initially workman Jasbir Singh had been appointed by the management of Food 
Corporation of India and he had rendered his services under the direct employment of respondent-management from 
01.01.1996 to 31.12.2006. It transpired from the record that he was deputed for the work of Food Corporation of India by 
Grover Commercial College, Faridkot, as typist from 01.01.1996 to 31.12.2006 and management of Food Corporation of 
India used to pay the bill to M/s Grover Commercial College, Faridkot for the services rendered by their employees 
including workman. 

15. On the basis of the above analysis of facts and law. Tribunal is of the considered opinion that workman has 
miserably failed to prove that management of Food Corporation of India had terminated his services and he has not liable 
for any relief. Fet copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for 
publication. 


A. K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 19th March, 2019 

S.O. 478. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 19/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2 Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Food 
Corporation of India and their workmen received by the Central Government on 12.03.2019. 

[No. L-22011/11/2017-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH. Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sh. A.K. Singh, Presiding Officer 

ID No.19/2017 
Registered on:-21.03.2018 

Dr. Laxman Singh, General Secretary, Food Corporation of India 

Handling Workers Union 8651, Arakashanb Road, Pahargunj. New Delhi-110055. ... Workmen-union 

Versus 

1. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Amritsar 86, Rani Ka Bagh, Amritsar 
(Punjab)-143001. 

2. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer. Bhatinda (Punjab)-151002. 

3. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Ferozepur, Malwal Road, Near New Bus Stand, 
Ferozepur (Punjab)-152001. 

4. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India. District Officer, Jalandhar, SCO-48, Ladowali Road, Jalandhar 
City-144001 (Punjab). 

5. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Gurdaspur, SCO-6-7, Improvement Trust 
Complex, Gurdaspur-143521 (Punjab). 

6. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Hoshiyarpur Railway Station Road, Hoshiyarpur- 
144205 (Punjab). 

7. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Faridkot, Near Jain School, Faridkot-151203 
(Punjab). 

8. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Ludhiana, 804, Gurdev Nagar, Ludhiana-141001 
(Punjab). 

9. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Patiala, New Grain Market, Sirhind Road, Patiala 
(Punjab)-147001. 
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10. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Sangrur, Near Ghati, Near Ramveer Clud, 
Sangrur-148001 (Punjab). 

11. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Chandigarh, Quite Office No. 12, 
Chandigarh-160036 (Punjab). 

12. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Kapurthala, Near Railway Station, 
Kapurthala-144601 (Punjab). 

13. The Area Manager, Food Corporation of India, District Officer, Moga, FCI Road, Opp. IDBI Bank Ftd., Near 
Bhag Cinema, G.T. Road, Moga-142001 (Punjab). 

14. The General Manager, Food Corporation of India, Regional Office, Sector 31-A, Bay No.34-38, 

Chandigarh-160017. .. .Respondents 

AWARD 

Passed on:-28.02.2019 

Central Government vide Notification No. F-22011/11/2017-IR(CM-II) Dated 28.02.2018, under clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter called the Act), has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

“Whether the Action of Management of Food Corporation of India, Punjab region of Deploying contract Fabour 
in Place of Direct payment system(DPS) Workers at 51 Railheads is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the 
union and workmen are entitled to and from which date?” 

1. It is clear from the record that notice was sent to the parties when the reference was received by this Tribunal. 
However, workers-union has appeared through counsel Sh. R.P. Rana, who moved an application, alleging therein that 
workers-union does not want to pursue the reference in question because during the pendency of proceedings before the 
Fabour Commissioner, workers-union has filed writ petition before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana on the 
same issue, which is dismissed by the Hon’ble High Court. Hence, workers-union does not want to pursue the aforesaid 
reference and the reference be decided accordingly. 

2. Resultantly, no claim award/no dispute award is passed against the workers-union. It is also clarified that 
passing of the no claim award would not bar the worker-union from approaching the Appropriate Government/this 
Tribunal for adjudication of this case on merits or filing any fresh claim. Fet copy of this award be sent to the 
Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for publication. 


A. K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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